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INTRODUCCIÓN 
En las últimas décadas, tanto académicos como directivos han mostrado un 
gran interés por el análisis de la reputación corporativa (Fombrun, 2007; Hall, 1992; 
Martínez y Olmedo, 2010) debido a que otorga una serie de beneficios a aquellas 
empresas que gozan de una buena reputación, erigiéndola como una fuente de ventaja 
competitiva sostenible (Roberts y Dowling, 2002). Entre las definiciones que 
encontramos en la literatura previa nos ubicamos dentro de aquellas que 
conceptualizan a la reputación corporativa como la creencia generalizada de lo que se 
espera de una empresa en el futuro (Lange et al., 2011). En concreto, nos basamos en 
definiciones como la de Wartick (1992: 34), quien considera que la reputación 
corporativa es “la agregación de las percepciones de cada uno de los participantes sobre 
cómo la organización responde y satisface las demandas y expectativas de 
los stakeholders de la organización”, la de Fombrun (2002: 9), quien la define como 
“una representación colectiva de las acciones pasadas de la compañía y expectativas de 
futuro que describen cómo los aportantes de recursos interpretan las iniciativas de la 
compañía y valoran su habilidad para distribuir el valor generado” o la de Waddock 
(2000: 323), el cual propone que la “reputación corporativa es la capacidad percibida 
de la organización para satisfacer las expectativas de los stakeholders”. Podemos 
deducir a partir de estas definiciones que la reputación corporativa es la agregación de 
las expectativas de todos y cada uno de los participantes sobre la capacidad o habilidad 
de la empresa a la hora de satisfacer los intereses de sus stakeholders. 
Existe una extensa literatura que analiza cómo la reputación corporativa 
favorece la cooperación de los diferentes grupos de stakeholders con la empresa (v.g. 
Barney, 1991; Deephouse, 2000; Newburry, 2010). En este sentido, una buena 
reputación corporativa mejora la capacidad de atraer y retener clientes (Caminiti, 
1992; Keh y Xie, 2009; Fombrun, 1996; Selnes, 1993) a la vez que incrementa su 
disposición a pagar precios superiores (Milgrom y Roberts, 1986a; Dowling, 2006a; 
Fombrun, 1996; Graham y Bansal, 2007; Klein y Leffler, 1981; Obloj y Obloj, 2006; 
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Shapiro, 1983). Por otro lado, las empresas que poseen una buena reputación 
corporativa atraen a mejores candidatos para sus puestos de trabajo y cuentan con tasas 
inferiores de rotación del personal (Beatty y Ritter, 1986; Dowling, 2006a; Makarius 
et al., 2017; Turban y Cable, 2003). Asimismo, una buena reputación permite captar a 
proveedores y aliados en condiciones ventajosas (Chun et al., 2005), e influye 
positivamente en las decisiones de acreedores e inversores permitiendo a la empresa 
mejorar su capacidad de atracción de recursos financieros a menores costes (Beatty y 
Ritter, 1986; Dowling, 2006a; Milgrom y Roberts, 1986b). Efectivamente, la 
agregación de todos estos impactos se traduce en la influencia positiva de este activo 
intangible en el resultado financiero de la empresa (Roberts y Dowling, 2002). 
Estas evidencias empíricas relativas a la ventaja que proporciona una buena 
reputación corporativa han despertado un gran interés por ahondar en sus 
antecedentes y en la gestión de este activo. Efectivamente, diversas investigaciones 
revelan que el rendimiento financiero (Brammer y Millington, 2005; Brammer y 
Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun y Shanley, 1990; Hammond y Slocum, 1996; Riahi-Belkaoui 
y Pavlik, 1991), el riesgo (Brammer y Millington, 2005; Brammer y Pavelin, 2006; 
Fombrun y Shanley, 1990), el grado de diversificación de la empresa (Fombrun y 
Shanley, 1990), la estructura de propiedad y de gobierno de la empresa (Brammer y 
Millington, 2005; Brammer et al., 2009; Brammer y Pavelin, 2006; Delgado-García, 
De Quevedo-Puente y De La Fuente-Sabaté, 2010; Fombrun y Shanley, 1990; García-
Meca y Palacios, 2018), o las acciones filantrópicas (Fombrun y Shanley, 1990) entre 
otros antecedentes, afectan a la reputación de la empresa. Sin embargo, entre los 
determinantes y factores analizados, la mayoría apenas ofrecen margen para su 
gestión, por ello, se hace especialmente interesante el análisis de aquellos que son el 
resultado directo de las decisiones deliberadas de los órganos de gestión de la empresa. 
Es precisamente en este contexto donde se enmarca la presente tesis doctoral, 
cuya principal meta es la de profundizar en el estudio de instrumentos para su 
gestión. Para justificar el interés de este objetivo, en primer lugar, se analiza la 
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importancia de la reputación corporativa como fuente de ventaja competitiva. En 
segundo lugar, para lograr este objetivo, se profundiza en el análisis de la gestión de 
riesgos empresariales (GRE) como herramienta clave para la satisfacción de las 
expectativas de los stakeholders. Asimismo, se analiza la relación entre la 
responsabilidad social corporativa (RSC) y la reputación corporativa teniendo en 
cuenta el impacto de dos factores que afectan a la intensidad de dicha relación: el perfil 
cultural del país y la gestión de la información divulgada sobre el comportamiento 
socialmente responsable de la empresa. 
Para abordar este objetivo principal, esta tesis doctoral se enmarca dentro de 
un contexto teórico. Como eje vertebral, nos apoyamos en el marco de la teoría de la 
agencia-stakeholder. De acuerdo con este enfoque, la empresa es un nexo de relaciones 
explícitas e implícitas (Jensen y Meckling, 1976) entre los diferentes grupos 
de stakeholders o aportantes de recursos con diferentes intereses. Una buena 
reputación corporativa se basa en que la empresa satisfaga los intereses de todos los 
participantes en la empresa. Sin embargo, esto no solamente implica que la empresa 
genere valor suficiente, sino también, que este se reparta de forma equilibrada entre 
los participantes. En el caso que nos ocupa, entendemos a la GRE y a la RSC como 
instrumentos de gestión que favorecen la distribución equilibrada del valor y, que, por 
tanto, afectan a la satisfacción de los intereses de los stakeholders y, por ende, a la 
reputación de la empresa. Por otro lado, esta tesis se apoya en la teoría de señales 
(Spence, 1974). Esta teoría desarrolla argumentos que sustentan la idea de que, 
efectivamente, las diferentes características y actuaciones de una empresa generan 
señales que pueden ser percibidas por los diferentes participantes. Estas señales 
completan la información de la que los stakeholders disponen, reduciendo así las 
asimetrías informativas y la incertidumbre e influyendo en sus expectativas sobre el 
posible comportamiento futuro de la empresa. En este sentido, la RSC es una señal que 
revela el grado de compromiso de la empresa con los diferentes grupos 
de stakeholders y que afecta a la reputación corporativa. Por último, hemos de 
referirnos a los argumentos de la teoría institucional (North, 1991; Scott, 1987,1995) 
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que apuntan la influencia del contexto que rodea a los grupos de stakeholders como 
factor determinante a la hora de percibir y valorar las acciones de las empresas. En 
este sentido, el contexto cultural puede afectar a las expectativas que 
los stakeholders tienen sobre el papel de la empresa en la sociedad (v.g. Deephouse et 
al., 2016; Gardberg y Fombrun, 2006; Hofstede, 2001) y, por tanto, puede tener 
impacto en la reputación de la empresa. 
Para responder a los diversos objetivos propuestos, esta tesis doctoral se articula 
en cuatro capítulos. 
El primer capítulo recoge una revisión de la literatura sobre los impactos de la 
reputación corporativa en los resultados de la empresa, con el fin de justificar el 
creciente interés y atractivo de nuestra investigación. De forma específica, este 
capítulo analiza la relación circular que subyace entre la reputación corporativa y la 
rentabilidad de la empresa. En primer lugar, se analiza la capacidad de la reputación 
corporativa como fuente generadora de ventaja competitiva. En segundo lugar, se 
justifica cómo a través de esta ventaja competitiva, la reputación corporativa 
contribuye a la sostenibilidad de los resultados de la empresa, y, cómo a su vez, estos 
favorecen la propia consolidación de la reputación corporativa. 
Desde un punto de vista tanto teórico como empírico, el capítulo segundo 
analiza la relación entre la calidad de los sistemas de GRE, las características del comité 
de auditoría y la reputación corporativa. Justificamos el efecto de la GRE en la 
reputación, partiendo de la fragilidad de este activo, debido al contraste entre su lenta 
acumulación y su rápida destrucción. En este sentido, cabe mencionar el concepto de 
riesgo reputacional, o de pérdida de reputación, un riesgo derivado del resto de riesgos 
empresariales (Tonello, 2007). Un buen sistema de GRE puede minimizar el riesgo 
reputacional, ya que disminuye la probabilidad de que se puedan producir impactos 
negativos que impidan la satisfacción de los intereses de los stakeholders, y, por tanto, 
la posibilidad de que se pueda producir un daño en reputación de la empresa (Eccles 
et al., 2007). Asimismo, dado que el comité de auditoría es reconocido como el órgano 
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supervisor del sistema de gestión de riesgos en la empresa (Turley y Zaman, 2004), en 
este capítulo también se analiza el efecto de las características de independencia, 
conocimientos y diligencia de los miembros de este órgano de gobierno en la 
reputación corporativa. Este estudio, trata de aportar evidencia empírica a lo sugerido 
previamente por varias investigaciones y firmas de consultoría sobre la importancia 
de la GRE en la gestión de la reputación corporativa (Eccles, Newquist y Schatz, 2007; 
Gatzert, 2015; Gatzert y Schmit, 2016; Power et al., 2009; Tonello, 2007). El método 
empírico se basa en una muestra de 123 empresas españolas cotizadas durante el 
periodo 2008-2014, aplicándose una metodología de datos de panel con el estimador 
de efectos aleatorios Tobit. 
En el capítulo tercero se aborda el efecto de la RSC en la reputación corporativa 
incorporando el papel moderador del contexto cultural a esta relación. Dado que la 
reputación corporativa se basa en las expectativas sobre la capacidad de la empresa 
para satisfacer los intereses de sus stakeholders, en este capítulo se analiza cómo las 
diferencias culturales derivadas del contexto nacional, pueden afectar a las 
percepciones de los stakeholders sobre la empresa y, por tanto, a la intensidad del 
impacto de la RSC en la reputación corporativa. La RSC es la propuesta de reparto del 
valor creado por la empresa entre las distintas demandas de los stakeholders, que 
afecta a la satisfacción de sus intereses y, por ende, a sus expectativas y a la reputación 
corporativa. Efectivamente, la RSC genera una señal que los participantes tienen en 
cuenta a la hora de formar sus expectativas sobre el comportamiento futuro de la 
organización (Brammer y Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun y Shanley, 1990). Existen diversos 
estudios que evidencian la existencia de factores que afectan a dicha relación, como el 
entorno sectorial y el entorno institucional (v.g. Brammer y Pavelin, 2006; Gardberg 
y Fombrun, 2006; Melo y Morgado, 2012). En este sentido, el ajuste de la RSC con las 
características contextuales puede aumentar la intensidad de su impacto en la 
reputación corporativa. En concreto, en este capítulo nos enfocamos en el análisis del 
impacto del perfil cultural nacional. El perfil cultural de un país proporciona unos 
estándares a la hora de percibir e interpretar entre aquellos que comparten una misma 
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lengua, un periodo histórico y un área geográfica (Triandis, 1996). Las percepciones y 
expectativas están afectadas por los valores, creencias y normas de los individuos 
influidos por las características culturales que los rodean. En este sentido, las mismas 
actuaciones de una empresa pueden tener impactos diferentes en las expectativas de 
los stakeholders rodeados de distintos contextos culturales y, por ello, pueden tener 
diferente impacto en la reputación corporativa. Este planteamiento constituye un 
avance sobre la literatura previa en la que la mayor parte de estudios abordan el 
análisis de los antecedentes de la reputación desde un único contexto (Deephouse et 
al., 2016). En concreto, nos basamos en el marco cultural multidimensional definido 
por Hofstede (1980), ya que ha sido ampliamente utilizado por la literatura previa y 
verificado y confirmado en numerosos estudios posteriores (Beugelsdijk et al., 2015). 
De forma específica, analizamos las dimensiones descritas en su estudio de 1980 –
distancia al poder, individualismo, masculinidad y aversión a la incertidumbre–. En 
cuanto al método empleado, el análisis empírico se basa una muestra internacional de 
empresas para el periodo comprendido entre 2010 y 2016 y que toma como referencia 
las puntuaciones culturales definidas por Hofstede (1980) y Taras et al. (2012). Debido 
a la naturaleza de la información disponible, se ha empleado la estimación por 
mínimos cuadrados ordinarios. 
En el capítulo cuarto se propone y examina el efecto moderador de la calidad 
de la información de RSC divulgada, en la relación entre la RSC y la reputación 
corporativa. A diferencia del capítulo anterior, en este estudio analizamos un factor 
interno a la empresa y susceptible de gestión como posible moderador de la relación 
entre la RSC y la reputación corporativa. Este capítulo sugiere que la calidad de la 
información de RSC divulgada funciona como un elemento favorecedor de la 
credibilidad y visibilidad de las acciones de RSC. Debido a las asimetrías informativas, 
el comportamiento responsable de una empresa puede no ser completamente creíble 
ni percibido por el conjunto de stakeholders de la empresa, y, por ello, no siempre 
tiene por qué generar expectativas futuras en todos los participantes. Por ello, la 
gestión de la información sobre el comportamiento socialmente responsable de la 
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empresa, es una herramienta que puede influir en el impacto de la RSC en las 
percepciones de los stakeholders, y, por ende, en la reputación corporativa. En este 
sentido, la calidad de la información de RSC divulgada puede aumentar la credibilidad 
y visibilidad de la señal emitida a través del comportamiento socialmente responsable 
de la empresa. Este capítulo complementa a dos literaturas; en primer lugar, a aquella 
que ha analizado el vínculo entre la RSC y la reputación corporativa (v.g. Fombrun y 
Shanley, 1990; Brammer y Pavelin, 2006); y, en segundo lugar, a las investigaciones 
que vinculan de forma directa a la calidad de la información de RSC divulgada con la 
reputación corporativa (v.g Clarkson et al., 2005; Odriozola y Baraibar-Diez, 2017). 
Así, este capítulo plantea un enfoque alternativo al de la literatura previa, justificando 
el efecto moderador de la calidad de la información de RSC divulgada, en la relación 
entre la RSC y la reputación corporativa. Para este análisis nos basamos en una muestra 
internacional de 133 empresas cotizadas en 9 países (Alemania, Bélgica, Dinamarca, 
Francia, Irlanda, Reino Unido, Sudáfrica, Suecia y Suiza) para el periodo comprendido 
entre 2011-2016, empleando una metodología de análisis de datos de panel dinámico 
basado en el método generalizado de los momentos. 
Para cerrar esta tesis doctoral, se presenta un apartado con los principales 
resultados y las principales conclusiones derivadas de los diferentes estudios abordados 
en los diferentes capítulos, las principales contribuciones a la literatura previa, futuras 
líneas de investigación, limitaciones que subyacen en nuestros estudios y principales 
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INTRODUCTION  
In recent decades, corporate reputation has attracted the interest of both 
academics and managers (Hall, 1992; Fombrun, 2007; Martínez & Olmedo, 2010), 
because it provides numerous advantages to those reputable firms, so that it is 
considered a potential source of competitive advantage (Roberts & Dowling, 2002). 
Among the definitions that we find in the previous literature, we base on those that 
conceptualize corporate reputation as the generalized belief in what is expected of a 
company in the future (Lange et al., 2011). In particular, we rely on definitions such 
as Wartick’s (1992: 34), who considers that corporate reputation is “the aggregation 
of a single stakeholder’s perceptions of how well organizational responses are meeting 
the demands and expectations of many organizational stakeholders”, Fombrun’s 
(2002: 9), who defines it as “the collective representation of a company’s past actions 
and future prospects that describes how key resource providers interpret a company’s 
initiatives and assess its ability to deliver valued outcomes” or Waddock’s (2000: 323), 
who proposes that “corporate reputation is the perceived capacity of the organization 
to meet the expectations of stakeholders.” We can deduct from these definitions that 
corporate reputation is the aggregation of the expectations of each and every 
stakeholder on the ability of the company to meet the interests of its stakeholders. 
There is an extensive literature that analyzes how corporate reputation favors 
the cooperation of different stakeholder groups with the company (e.g. Barney, 1991, 
Deephouse, 2000; Newburry, 2010). In this sense, a good corporate reputation 
improves the ability to attract and maintain customers (Caminiti, 1992; Keh & Xie, 
2009; Fombrun, 1996; 2012; Selnes, 1993), while increasing their willingness to pay 
higher prices (Milgrom & Roberts, 1986a; Dowling, 2006a; Fombrun, 1996; Graham 
& Bansal, 2007; Klein & Leffler, 1981; Obloj & Obloj, 200; Shapiro, 1983). On the 
other hand, a good corporate reputation improves the capacity of the company to 
attract the best candidates for their jobs and reduces staff turnover (Beatty & Ritter, 
1986; Dowling, 2006a; Makarius et al., 2017; Turban & Cable, 2003). Besides, it attracts 
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suppliers and allies with advantageous conditions (Chun et al., 2005), and improves 
the loyalty of the investors and the access to financial resources at lower costs (Beatty 
& Ritter, 1986; Dowling, 2006a; Milgrom & Roberts, 1986b). In fact, all these impacts 
explain the positive influence of this intangible asset on the company's financial 
performance (Roberts & Dowling, 2002). 
These findings about the advantages of a good corporate reputation have 
encouraged researchers to deepen in the analysis of its antecedents and in the 
management of this intangible asset. There are several studies that show that different 
determinants of corporate reputation such as financial performance (Brammer & 
Millington, 2005; Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Hammond & 
Slocum, 1996; Riahi-Belkaoui & Pavlik, 1991), risk (Brammer & Millington, 2005; 
Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990), the degree of company 
diversification (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990), the ownership and governance structure 
of the company (Brammer & Millington, 2005; Brammer et al., 2009; Brammer & 
Pavelin, 2006; Delgado-García, Quevedo-Puente & De La Fuente-Sabaté, 2010; 
Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; García-Meca & Palacios, 2018), or philanthropic actions 
(Fombrun & Shanley, 1990) among other antecedents, affect corporate reputation. 
However, most of the factors analyzed offer little room for their management. 
Therefore, it is particularly interesting to analyze those that are a direct consequence 
of active decisions by managers.  
It is precisely in this context that we frame this PhD thesis, whose main 
objective is to deepen in the study of instruments for corporate reputation 
management. To justify the interest of this objective, we first analyze the importance 
of corporate reputation as a source of competitive advantage. Second, to achieve this 
objective, we analyze the enterprise risk management (ERM) as a key tool for 
satisfying stakeholders' expectations. Likewise, we study the relationship between 
corporate social performance (CSP) and corporate reputation, and consider the impact 
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of two factors that affect the intensity of this relationship: national culture and the 
quality of companies’ corporate social responsibility (CSR) disclosure.  
To address this main objective, this PhD thesis is framed within a theoretical 
context. As the main axis, we rely on agency–stakeholder theory. According to this 
approach, the company is a nexus of explicit and implicit relationships (Jensen & 
Meckling, 1976) between the different stakeholders or resource holders with different 
interests. A good corporate reputation is based on the fact that the company satisfies 
the interests of all its stakeholders. However, this not only implies that the company 
generates enough value, but also that it is distributed in a balanced way among the 
stakeholders as well. In this PhD thesis, we argue that ERM and CSP are management 
instruments that favor a balanced distribution of value, and therefore, they both 
positively affect the satisfaction of stakeholders’ interests, and hence, their 
expectations and company’s reputation. This thesis is also based on signaling theory 
(Spence, 1974). This theory develops arguments which support the idea that the 
different characteristics and actions of a company generate signals that can be 
perceived by the different stakeholders. These signals complete the stakeholders’ 
information, reduce information asymmetries and uncertainty and positively affect 
their expectations about company’s future behavior. In this sense, CSP is a signal that 
reveals the degree of commitment of the company with the different groups of 
stakeholders which affects corporate reputation. Finally, we draw on the arguments 
of institutional theory (North, 1991; Scott, 1987, 1995) which point to the influence 
of the context that surrounds the stakeholder groups as a determining factor when 
they perceive and assess the company’s actions. In this sense, the cultural context may 
affect the expectations of stakeholders about the role of the company in society (e.g. 
Deephouse et al., 2016; Gardberg & Fombrun, 2006; Hofstede, 2001) and therefore it 
may have an impact on corporate reputation. 
To meet the proposed aims, this PhD thesis is structured in four chapters. 
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The first chapter includes a literature review of the impact of corporate 
reputation on firm’s performance, in order to justify the growing interest and 
relevance of our research. Specifically, this chapter shows the circular relationship 
between corporate reputation and firm’s profitability. This chapter analyses the 
capacity of corporate reputation as a source of competitive advantage. We also justify 
how corporate reputation contributes to the sustainability of the company's 
performance, which in turn favors the consolidation of its corporate reputation.  
The second chapter argues and analyzes the relationship between the quality 
of the ERM system, the characteristics of the audit committee and corporate 
reputation. In order to justify the effect of the ERM on corporate reputation, we base 
on the fragility of this asset, due to the imbalance between its slow accumulation and 
its fast destruction. In this sense, we refer to the concept of reputational risk, or loss 
of reputation; a risk derived from other business risks (Tonello, 2007). A good ERM 
system can minimize this reputational risk, since it decreases the likelihood that 
negative impacts may affect the satisfaction of stakeholders' interests, and, therefore, 
the possibility of a reputational damage (Eccles et al., 2007). Given that the audit 
committee is recognized as the supervisor of the ERM system (Turley & Zaman, 2004), 
this chapter also analyzes the effect of the independence, knowledge and diligence 
characteristics of the members of the audit committee on corporate reputation. This 
chapter aims to provide empirical evidence to previous suggestions by several studies 
and consulting firms about the importance of ERM in the management of corporate 
reputation (Eccles, Newquist & Schatz, 2007; Gatzert, 2015; Gatzert & Schmit, 2016; 
Power et al., 2009; Tonello, 2007). The empirical method is based on a sample of 123 
Spanish companies listed during the period 2008-2014, applying a panel data 
methodology with random effects Tobit estimation. 
The third chapter addresses the effect of CSP on corporate reputation by 
incorporating the moderating role of the cultural context in this relationship. Since 
corporate reputation is based on expectations regarding the ability of the firm to 
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satisfy its stakeholders’ interests, in this chapter we analyze how cultural differences 
stemming from the national context may affect stakeholders’ perceptions about the 
firm, and in turn the intensity of the impact of CSP on corporate reputation. Indeed, 
CSP generates a signal that stakeholders consider when they build their expectations 
about company’s future behaviors (Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun & Shanley, 
1990). Several studies show how some factors affect this relationship, such as the 
sector and the institutional environment of the company (e.g. Brammer & Pavelin, 
2006; Gardberg & Fombrun, 2006; Melo & Morgado, 2012). In this sense, fitting CSP 
with contextual characteristics may increase the intensity of its impact on corporate 
reputation. In particular, in this chapter we focus on the analysis of national culture. 
National culture provides standards for perceiving and interpreting among those who 
share the same language, historical period and geographical area (Triandis, 1996). 
Perceptions and expectations are affected by the values, beliefs and norms of 
individuals influenced by the cultural characteristics that surround them. In this 
sense, the actions of a company can have distinct impacts on the expectations of 
stakeholders surrounded by different cultural contexts which may also have a 
different impact on corporate reputation. This approach implies an advance on 
previous literature in which most studies analyze antecedents of corporate reputation 
in a single context (Deephouse et al., 2016). In particular, we rely on the 
multidimensional framework defined by Hofstede (1980), since it has been widely 
used by previous research and verified and confirmed in numerous subsequent studies 
(Beugelsdijk et al., 2015). Specifically, we focus on the dimensions described in his 
1980´s study – power distance, individualism, masculinity and uncertainty avoidance. 
The empirical analysis is based on an international sample of firms during the period 
between 2010- 2016 that takes as reference the cultural scores provided by Hofstede 
(1980) and Taras et al. (2012). Due to the nature of the information available, we have 
employed ordinary least squares estimation. 
The fourth chapter proposes and examines the moderating effect of the quality 
of CSR reporting in the relationship between CSP and corporate reputation. Unlike 
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the third chapter, we analyze an internal factor to the company, that may be managed, 
as a possible moderator of the relationship between CSP and corporate reputation. 
This study suggests that the quality of CSR reporting is an element that promotes the 
credibility and visibility of CSR actions. Due to information asymmetries, company’s 
CSP may not be completely credible or perceived in a certain period of time by all 
company’s stakeholders, and it will not always generate future expectations for all 
stakeholders. Therefore, the management of information about CSP is a tool that may 
influence the impact of CSP on the perceptions of stakeholders, and, in turn, on 
corporate reputation. In this sense, the quality of CSP reporting may enhance the 
credibility and visibility of the company's signals generated through its socially 
responsible behavior. This chapter complements two different kinds of literature; 
firstly, literature that has analyzed the link between CSP and corporate reputation 
(e.g. Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Brammer & Pavelin, 2006); and, secondly, prior 
research that directly links the quality of the CSR reporting with corporate reputation 
(e.g. Clarkson et al., 2005; Odriozola & Baraibar-Diez, 2017). This chapter proposes 
an alternative approach to the dominant previous literature, and justifies the 
moderating effect of the quality of the CSR reporting in the relationship between CSP 
and corporate reputation. The empirical analysis is based on an international sample 
of 133 companies listed in 9 countries (Germany, Belgium, Denmark, France, Ireland, 
United Kingdom, South Africa, Sweden and Switzerland) for the period 2011-2016. 
We use a dynamic panel data analysis methodology based on the generalized method 
of moments. 
To close this PhD thesis, a section is presented after the four chapters 
containing the main results and conclusions obtained from in the different studies 
addressed in each chapter, the main contributions to the previous literature, future 
lines of research, limitations that underlie our studies as well as main implications for 
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RETURN ON INVESTMENT OF CORPORATE REPUTATION 
 
Abstract 
Return on investment of corporate reputation is the profitability that companies 
obtain from their good reputation. This return is the main reason for making efforts 
to build corporate reputation. Literature suggests that this return derives from the 
positive effect of corporate reputation on the relations with different stakeholders. 
Corporate reputation acts as a signal and a guarantee in contractual relationships with 
stakeholders. Since it reduces uncertainties, stakeholders are more willing to 
cooperate with a well reputed firm. This willingness to cooperate translates, via cost 
or revenue, into firm’s profitability. This positive influence of corporate reputation on 
profitability increases in turn corporate reputation. In this chapter, we develop these 
arguments. First, we argue that corporate reputation acts as a signal and a guarantee 
within the relationship of the firm with its stakeholders. Second, we review how 
corporate reputation affects current stakeholders’ attitudes and behaviors. Third, we 
argue how all these benefits of corporate reputation help enhance firm profitability. 
Finally, we argue how corporate reputation and performance are interrelated 
generating an upward spiral. 
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Resumen 
El retorno de la inversión en reputación corporativa es la rentabilidad que las empresas 
generan gracias a los beneficios que proporciona su buena reputación. Este retorno es 
la razón principal por la que las empresas se esfuerzan en construir una buena 
reputación corporativa. La literatura sugiere que este retorno se deriva del efecto 
positivo de la reputación corporativa en las relaciones con los diferentes grupos de 
stakeholders. En este sentido, la reputación corporativa actúa como una señal y una 
garantía en las relaciones contractuales con los diferentes grupos de stakeholders, 
reduciendo la incertidumbre y haciendo que esos tengan una mayor disposición a 
cooperar con una empresa con buena reputación. Esta voluntad de cooperar se 
traduce, a través de costes o ingresos, en la rentabilidad de la empresa. Por otro lado, 
esta influencia positiva de la reputación corporativa en la rentabilidad favorece, a su 
vez, la consolidación de la propia reputación. En este capítulo desarrollamos los 
siguientes argumentos: en primer lugar, discutimos cómo la reputación corporativa 
actúa como una señal y una garantía dentro de la relación de la empresa con sus 
stakeholders; en segundo lugar, revisamos cómo la reputación corporativa afecta a las 
actitudes y los comportamientos de los stakeholders; en tercer lugar, argumentamos 
cómo todos estos beneficios de la reputación corporativa ayudan a mejorar la 
rentabilidad de la empresa; finalmente, discutimos cómo la reputación corporativa y 
el resultado financiero están interrelacionados generando una espiral ascendente. 
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1. CORPORATE REPUTATION AS A SIGNAL AND A GUARANTEE 
Since corporate reputation is a perceptual asset, it is built up over a long period 
of time through a slow accumulation process. However, it is a fragile asset (Hall, 1993), 
in the sense that in may be easily destroyed. Managers are aware of this imbalance. 
For instance, Henry Ford is credited with the declaration that a good name is achieved 
by many actions but can be lost by just one. Warren Buffet statement that “it takes 20 
years to build a reputation and five minutes to ruin it” is also frequently referred 
(Helm & Tolsdorf, 2013). The value of corporate reputation rests in this imbalance 
between the length of time it takes to build it up and its fragility, i.e. the short time it 
takes to destroy it. This imbalance of corporate reputation forces the firm to behave 
according to the expectations generated by its corporate reputation in order not to 
lose this asset.  
The larger the imbalance between the time and cost involved in the building 
up and the fragility, the more credible the signal (Akerlof, 1970) and the stronger the 
guarantee (Cornell & Shapiro, 1983) reputation is. So, corporate reputation informs 
about the most probable firm behavior and then enforces it. Thus, favorable corporate 
reputation reduces uncertainty surrounding the firm’s behavior in its stakeholder 
relations (Rindova et al., 2005), and reduces transaction costs associated with 
searching, negotiation, drafting and enforcing contracts (Bergh et al., 2010). Faced 
with information asymmetries, corporate reputation becomes an important 
discriminating factor. Stakeholders are more willing to cooperate with a well reputed 
firm because it implies a lower risk (Williamson, 1996). 
 
2. THE EFFECTS OF CORPORATE REPUTATION ON STAKEHOLDERS’ 
BEHAVIOUR  
Managers have characterized corporate reputation as the most relevant asset 
of the firm (Hall, 1992). Scholars have thoroughly analyzed these managerial 
Chapter 1     
 24 
perceptions, by analyzing what advantages well-reputed firms may enjoy in terms of 
stakeholders’ behavior. As customers create revenue streams, research has focused on 
the consequences of corporate reputation on customer experience and behavior. 
Research has shown that corporate reputation has a positive effect on customers’ 
purchase intentions (Yoon et al.,1993), customer satisfaction (e.g. Walsh & Beatty, 
2007), customer loyalty (e.g. Bartikowski et al., 2011; Walsh et al., 2009) consumer 
retention (Caminity, 1992; Selnes, 1993), a positive word of mouth (Walsh et al, 2009), 
spending and share of wallet (Walsh, et al., 2014) and a premium price for their 
products and services (e.g. Shapiro, 1983; Klein & Leffler, 1981; Milgrom & Roberts, 
1986a; Obloj & Obloj, 2006; Graham & Bansal, 2007; Benjamin & Podolny, 1999; 
Standifird, 2001). Corporate reputation influences not only revenues but also 
operation and financial cost (Podony, 1993). A good corporate reputation makes the 
firm an employer of choice (Fombrun & Van Riel, 2004; Powell, 1991; Rynes et al., 
1991; Turban & Cable, 2003; Stigler, 1962; Williamson, 1985; Turban & Greening, 
1997) and increases employee productivity (Turban & Cable, 2003; Stuebs & Sun, 
2010). It is also associated with higher investor satisfaction (Helm, 2007) and also 
enables a favourable access to capital markets (Milgrom & Roberts, 1986b; Beatty & 
Ritter, 1986) and trade credit (Van den Bogaerd & Aerts, 2015). Research also shows 
that good reputation gives firms the benefit of a doubt and attenuates the negative 
effect of crises on firm profitability (Gatzert, 2015; Dowling, 2001). 
 
3. THE EFFECT OF CORPORATE REPUTATION ON PROFITABILITY  
The multiple benefits of corporate reputation on stakeholder’s behavior 
indicated above should positively affect firm profitability. The assertion that good 
corporate reputation improves a firm’s financial performance has been thoroughly 
tested in the literature. Empirical research has generally found evidence of the 
positive effect of corporate reputation on profitability in different contexts and ranges 
of time and with diverse research methods (e.g. Deephouse, 1997; Dunbar & 
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Schwalbach, 2000; Lee & Roh, 2012; Fernández & Luna, 2007; Roberts & Dowling, 
1997; Roberts & Dowling, 2002; Wang et al., 2016). However, some research has 
found no support for this relationship (McGuire, et al., 1990; Rose & Thomsen, 2004; 
Inglis et al., 2006) or has shown ambiguous evidence (Eberl & Schwaiger, 2005). These 
inconsistences may be caused by a nonlinear relationship between corporate 
reputation and financial profitability that suggests the existence of a maximum 
beyond which improvements in corporate reputation fail to be accompanied by 
improvements in financial results (Fernández & Luna, 2007). They may be also caused 
by a long term effect of corporate reputation that is not captured in accounting 
profitability measures (Rose & Thompsen, 2004). 
 
4. THE UPWARD SPIRAL BETWEEN CORPORATE REPUTATION AND 
PROFITABILITY  
This long term effect of corporate reputation on firm profitability is shown in 
Roberts and Dowling’s (1997; 2002) finding that well-reputed firms are better able to 
sustain superior profits over time. Therefore, this finding suggests a self-reinforcing 
dynamic that generates an upward spiral between profitability and corporation 
reputation. 
The higher the firm’s profitability, the higher the probability of satisfying the 
interests and expectations of every stakeholder. A high profitability provides 
resources for raising wages, increasing training and improving workplace conditions, 
for improving products’ quality, innovation and security, for increasing returns to 
shareholders, or for philanthropy to society, among others. This higher fulfilment of 
stakeholders’ expectations consolidates firm reputation. Empirical research has 
evidenced this influence of a firm’s performance on subsequent corporate reputation 
(e.g. Belkauki & Pavlik, 1995; Deephouse & Cater, 2005; Dunbar & Schwalbach, 2000; 
Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Hammond & Slocum, 1996; Rose & Thomsen, 2004; Sobol 
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& Farrelly, 1988). The mutual influence of corporate reputation and profitability leads 
to an upward spiral that is reinforced in each loop –see figure 1.1- (Fisher, 1996; 
Fombrun & Van Riel, 2004). Dunbar and Schwalbach (2000) did find support for the 
both self-reinforcing relationships; prior profitability affects corporate reputation and 
prior reputation affects future profitability. 
Figure 1.1 The upward spiral between corporate reputation and profitability 
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HOW TO MANAGE CORPORATE REPUTATION? THE EFFECT OF ENTERPRISE 




Research on corporate reputation has generally argued that reputational risk, or risk 
of reputation loss, stems from all company risks. Since companies use enterprise risk 
management (ERM) systems to manage all their risks, we analyze the effect of ERM 
system quality on corporate reputation. Furthermore, as audit committees are in 
charge of supervising ERM systems, we analyze in this chapter, the effect of audit 
committee characteristics (i.e. independence, independent members’ knowledge and 
diligence) on corporate reputation through their effect on ERM system quality. Our 
results for a sample of listed Spanish firms support consultants’ arguments that ERM 
system is a useful tool for managing corporate reputation. Our results also show that 
audit committee independence improves corporate reputation through the ERM 
system. Finally, our findings also reveal a positive relationship between the average 
educational level of independent directors of the audit committee and ERM system 
quality. These results provide evidence that ERM systems are platforms to manage 
corporate reputations and suggest the importance of the audit committee as a 
supervisor of ERM system and as guarantor of corporate reputation. 
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Resumen 
La investigación previa enfocada en el análisis de la reputación corporativa, ha 
argumentado de forma generalizada que el riesgo reputacional, o riesgo de pérdida de 
reputación, se deriva de todos los riesgos de la compañía. Dado que las empresas 
utilizan sistemas de gestión de riesgo empresariales (GRE) para gestionar todos sus 
riesgos, en este capítulo se analiza el efecto de la calidad de los sistemas de GRE en la 
reputación corporativa. Además, debido a que el comité de auditoría se encarga de 
supervisar el sistema de GRE de la empresa, en este capítulo también se examina el 
efecto de las características de este comité (i.e. independencia, conocimientos de los 
miembros independientes y diligencia) en la reputación corporativa, a través de su 
influencia en la GRE. Los resultados procedentes del análisis de una muestra de 123 
empresas españolas cotizadas revelan una relación positiva y significativa entre la 
calidad del sistema de gestión de riesgos y la reputación corporativa. Los resultados 
también indican que la independencia del comité de auditoría mejora la reputación 
corporativa a través de su influencia en el sistema de GRE. Finalmente, los resultados 
muestran una relación positiva entre el nivel medio de educación formal de los 
miembros independientes del comité de auditoría y la calidad del sistema de GRE. Los 
resultados de este capítulo evidencian que los sistemas de GRE son plataformas para 
gestionar la reputación corporativa y sugieren la importancia del comité de auditoría 
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Over the last several decades, corporate reputation has gained increasing 
importance for both managers and academics (Hall, 1992; Fombrun, 2007; Martínez 
& Olmedo, 2010). Many managers consider corporate reputation to be one of the most 
important intangible assets a firm has (Chun, 2005; Hall, 1992, 1993), and empirical 
evidence has shown that a good reputation facilitates stakeholder cooperation with 
companies (e.g. Cable & Turban, 2003; Keh & Xie, 2009; Makarius et al., 2017; Walsh 
et al., 2009). Therefore, a good corporate reputation is considered a source of 
sustainable competitive advantages (e.g. Roberts & Dowling, 2002).  
These findings have aroused great interest in the antecedents and management 
of corporate reputation. Researchers have analyzed various determinants of corporate 
reputation, such as financial performance, risk, diversification, ownership structure, 
company philanthropy and characteristics of the board of directors (e.g. size, 
percentages of independent and female directors) (Brammer & Millington, 2005; 
Brammer et al., 2009; Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Delgado-García, De Quevedo-Puente 
& De La Fuente-Sabaté, 2010; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990). While this research has 
revealed several determinants of corporate reputation, researchers have not proposed 
a platform to manage corporate reputation. However, many consultancy firms (e.g. 
Deloitte, Ernst & Young and PwC) have suggested using enterprise risk management 
(ERM) systems to manage corporate reputation, and some academics have argued the 
need to validate this proposal (Gatzert, 2015; Gatzert & Schmit, 2016; Power et al., 
2009; Tonello, 2007). 
Corporate reputation is a credible signal of firms’ future behavior because 
stakeholders trust that companies are going to behave according to their corporate 
reputation. This credibility of corporate reputation is based on its fragility—in other 
words, the contrast between its slow accumulation and its fast potential destruction. 
This fragility led to the term reputational risk, or risk of reputation loss (Dowling, 
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2006b). Research has argued that reputational risk stems from every risk within a firm 
(e.g. financial, operational, environmental, commercial, etc.) (Dowling, 2006b; 
Tonello, 2007). When a risk drives a firm into a crisis, some stakeholders’ interests 
may go unsatisfied, and the firm’s corporate reputation may erode (Coombs, 2007; 
Eccles et al., 2007). The more effective the ERM system is, the fewer crises a company 
will face and the less risk there will be to its reputation (Branson, 2010; Bundy et al., 
2017; Coombs, 2007). Therefore, an effective ERM system helps satisfy stakeholders 
and in turn helps consolidate corporate reputation (Branson, 2010; Bundy et al., 2017; 
Coombs, 2007). However, research has not analyzed the relationship between the 
quality of a company’s ERM system and its corporate reputation. 
Furthermore, as a company’s audit committee has the duty1 to monitor its 
ERM system (Comisión Nacional del Mercado de Valores2 [CNMV], 2015); Turley & 
Zaman, 2004), the audit committee may influence corporate reputation through its 
role in risk management. As of yet, however, there is no empirical evidence regarding 
the relationship between audit committee characteristics and the ERM system. As a 
consequence, the effects of the different audit committee characteristics (i.e. 
independence, independent members’ knowledge and diligence) on corporate 
reputation through its role in risk management have not been analyzed yet either.  
Drawing on these arguments, our study has several aims. First, we develop 
arguments for and test the relationship between ERM and corporate reputation. 
Second, since audits committees have the duty to monitor ERM systems (Turley & 
Zaman, 2004), we analyze which audit committee characteristics influence ERM 
system quality to approach our third objective. Third, we analyze the mediating effect 
                                                 
1 The audit committee is a delegate committee of the board of directors and is composed 
of directors who assists the board in matters related to the supervision of financial 
reporting, the audit process and risk management. 
2 Spanish National Stock Market Commission. 
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of ERM system quality in the relationship between audit committee characteristics 
and corporate reputation.  
The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In the second section, we 
define corporate reputation and argue that there is a relationship between ERM 
system quality and corporate reputation to propose our first hypothesis. In the third 
section, we develop arguments and hypotheses about the relationship between audit 
committee characteristics and ERM system quality to examine, in the fourth section, 
the influence of audit committee characteristics on corporate reputation through its 
effect on ERM system quality (mediation hypotheses). The fifth and sixth sections 
focus on the method and results, respectively. The paper closes with our main 
conclusions, discussion, managerial implications, limitations and future lines of 
research. 
 
2. ERM SYSTEM QUALITY AND CORPORATE REPUTATION  
Scholars have proposed several definitions of corporate reputation (Lange, Lee 
& Dai, 2011). Among them, we follow the conceptualization of corporate reputation 
as the general level of favorability across stakeholders (Lange et al., 2011). In 
particular, Fombrun (2002:9) proposes that “corporate reputation is the collective 
representation of a company’s past actions and future prospects that describes how 
key resource providers interpret a company’s initiatives and assess its ability to deliver 
valued outcomes.” Following similar arguments, Wartick (1992:34) defines the term 
as “the aggregation of a single stakeholder’s perceptions of how well organizational 
responses are meeting the demands and expectations of many organizational 
stakeholders.” Therefore, corporate reputation is based on different stakeholders’ 
expectations regarding a firm’s capacity to satisfy their interests. The fulfilment of 
every stakeholder interest depends on the firm’s capacity to deliver value in a 
balanced way among them (Charreaux & Desbrières, 2001; Jensen, 2001).  
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Corporate reputation is a credible signal for stakeholders because if a company 
does not behave as expected according to its corporate reputation, it will lose the 
capital it has accumulated in this asset. The credibility of a firm’s corporate reputation 
is based on its fragility—that is, based on the fact that corporate reputation 
accumulates slowly but can be lost quickly (Hall, 1992; 1993). If a company does not 
act according to the expectations generated by its corporate reputation, the company 
will lose the slowly accumulated capital in its corporate reputation. A few authors 
have characterized this fragility as reputational risk—that is, as the probability that a 
firm will lose its corporate reputation (Dowling, 2006b). Reputational risk stems from 
every risk a company faces (Dowling, 2006b; Tonello, 2007) because all risks may 
potentially affect firm value delivering among stakeholders and, in turn, the 
fulfilment of their expectations. In fact, when a risk drives a firm into a crisis, the firm 
does not fulfil every stakeholders’ interests and its corporate reputation may erode 
(Coombs, 2007; Eccles et al., 2007).  
Reputational risk arises from the gap between stakeholders’ expectations for 
how a company should behave and the company’s actual behavior (Eccles et al. 2007; 
Power et al., 2009). For example, if a firm’s behavior (e.g. low-safety product) is not 
aligned with its corporate communication (e.g. high-safety product) or standard 
industry behavior, the risk assumed by the firm (i.e. its risk appetite) is higher than 
that expected by its stakeholders such that there will be a gap between stakeholders’ 
expectations and the firm’s actual behavior. The larger the gap, the more likely it will 
be visible in a crisis, which may harm the firm’s corporate reputation. 
Most firm crises come from firms’ unbalanced and unsustainable risk taking. 
For example, excessive operational risks by Merck (i.e. launch of an insufficiently 
tested drug) and by Exxon Valdez and BP (i.e. negligence in the construction of 
platforms and pipelines without following established procedures and standards) as 
well as excessive ethical risks by Wal-Mart (i.e. sale of products manufactured with 
child labor) and Volkswagen (i.e. tampering with their cars’ diesel engines to meet 
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emission standards) harmed certain stakeholders and immediately damaged these 
companies’ corporate reputations (Vergin & Qorunfleh, 1998). Reputational crises 
demonstrate just how difficult it is for firms to recover from reputational damage, and 
in many cases, they never fully recover their corporate reputations (CMA 
Management, 2006; Tonello, 2007). Indeed, none of the companies described above 
have managed to regain the corporate reputations they had before their respective 
crises. 
In this sense, an ERM system helps reduce the likelihood of reputation loss, or 
reputational risk, because it keeps every risk throughout a firm within a balanced risk 
appetite, reducing the likelihood that a risk will drive the firm into a crisis and 
decreasing the gap between stakeholders’ expectation and firm performance. So, ERM 
fosters the fulfilment of stakeholder expectations and corporate reputation. 
Specifically, the Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway 
Commission (COSO, 2004) defines ERM as 
A process, affected by an entity’s board of directors, management and 
other personnel, applied in strategy setting and across the enterprise, designed 
to identify potential events that may affect the entity, and manage risk to be 
within its risk appetite, to provide reasonable assurance regarding the 
achievement of entity objectives.  
This process involves identifying the different risks to which a company is exposed. 
Subsequently, the risks have to be evaluated and prioritized based on the probability 
that each specific risk will trigger a damage as well as on the potential magnitude of 
the damage produced by that risk. With this information, the company can develop a 
map of risks, a document systematically organizing all the risks the company faces. 
Second, the company needs to develop mechanisms, such as protocols, policies and 
action plans, to respond to the different risks in ways the firm deems acceptable. 
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Finally, the firm must continuously monitor the system to ensure process efficiency 
and update the system with new strategies and environments. 
Firms design ERM systems in accordance with industry standards, firm 
strategy and firm communication in such a way that the ERM system forces a 
company to behave as stakeholders expect. Therefore, ERM systems can be used to 
reduce reputational risk and thus lessen firms’ likelihood of facing a crisis (Branson, 
2010; Bundy et al., 2017; Coombs, 2007). In fact, an effective ERM system reduces or 
even eliminates differences between firm behaviors and stakeholder expectations. 
Indeed, academics and consultancy firms (e.g. Deloitte, Ernst & Young and PwC) have 
highlighted the importance of ERM systems in managing corporate reputation 
(Gatzert, 2015; Gatzert & Schmit, 2016; Power et al., 2009; Tonello, 2007). However, 
research analyzing this relationship has been scarce and has shown that lower risks 
favor corporate reputation, but this literature has only focused on financial risks 
(Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Brammer et al., 2009; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990), ignoring 
other risks like operational, ethical and environmental. These theoretical arguments 
and managerial suggestions lead us to propose the following:  
Hypothesis 1: ERM system quality is positively related to corporate reputation. 
 
3. AUDIT COMMITTEE AND ERM SYSTEM QUALITY  
Although COSO (2004) asserts that boards of directors are responsible for 
overseeing ERM systems, boards delegate some of their responsibilities to specialized 
committees (Branson, 2010; DeZoort et al., 2002; Liao & Hsu, 2013) to improve 
performance (Wild, 1996). In many countries, ERM system monitoring is delegated 
to an audit committee. Although some studies have recognized this committee 
function (Branson, 2010; Turley & Zaman, 2004), the few existing studies on this 
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subject have simply documented the extent to which companies delegate this task to 
audit committees (Beasley et al., 2016; Cohen et al., 2017).  
 According to Agency theory a company is a legal fiction (Jensen & Meckling, 
1976) of contractual relationships among different stakeholders with different 
interests. In this sense Agency theory suggests that governance mechanisms favor a 
balanced value distribution among stakeholders (Charreaux & Desbrières, 2001; 
Jensen, 2001) and drive different stakeholder interests into cooperation. The audit 
committee is a governance mechanism that needs to function effectively in order to 
favour this balanced value distribution (e.g. Abbot & Parker, 2000; DeZoort et al., 
2002). In fact, after corporate scandals like Enron, WorldCom, Parmalat and Hollinger 
International, corporate governance is receiving more public attention (Aguilera & 
Cuervo-Cazurra, 2004), and an emphasis on audit committees in European 
governance codes (Collier & Zaman, 2005) has emerged. Audit committee 
effectiveness is usually linked to its composition and characteristics (DeZoort et al., 
2002). Among audit committee characteristics, we focus on independence, knowledge 
background and diligence because they are commonly recognized in European 
governance codes (CNMV, 2015; Financial Reporting Council [FRC], 2016; 
Regierungskommission, 2015), and previous literature has shown the impact of these 
characteristics on both boards of directors’ and their committees’ behavior and 
performance (e.g. Abbott et al., 2004; DeZoort et al., 2002; Johnson & Greening, 1999; 
Zahra, 1989; Turley & Zaman, 2004). However, these studies have focused neither on 
the committee’s role in company risk management nor on corporate reputation.  
3.1 Audit Committee Independence and ERM System 
Independent directors are those who do not have relationships with firm 
managers or owners. The Spanish good governance code (CNMV, 2015), like other 
governance codes (e.g. FRC, 2016; Regierungskommission, 2015), highlights the 
importance of audit committee directors’ independence. Research has argued that 
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independent directors bring objectivity to better serve the interests of every 
stakeholder because reputational concerns and judicial consequences motivate them 
to act diligently (Fama, 1980; Fama & Jensen, 1983). Further, directors’ independence 
increases the effectiveness of the audit committee in several ways. For example, 
according to agency theory, managers are averse to disclosing financial information 
(Jensen & Meckling, 1976); however, the presence of independent directors improves 
the quality of financial disclosures (Abbott et al., 2004; Pucheta‐Martínez & De 
Fuentes, 2007) and reduces opportunistic behavior among managers (Abbott et al., 
2004). Moreover, audit committees composed of independent directors improve the 
audit process (Zaman et al., 2011) and the effectiveness of internal control 
(Raghunandan et al., 2001). The limited research developed so far has shown that 
board independence is positively correlated with ERM system implementation 
(Beasley, et al., 2005). These arguments encourage us to consider that independence 
in the audit committee may improve ERM system quality, which leads to our next 
hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 2.1.a: The proportion of independent directors on the audit 
committee is positively related to ERM system quality. 
The effectiveness of audit committee control is influenced by independent 
directors’ knowledge and skills. Besides independence, the good governance codes 
(CNMV, 2015; FRC, 2016; Regierungskommission, 2015) highlight the importance of 
the knowledge and skills of directors on boards and their committees. Prior research 
has recognised that in order to monitor effectively, directors must have certain “skills, 
experience, expertise and knowledge” (Hillman & Dalziel, 2003: 389). Previous 
literature has already argued that members’ level and type of educational background 
are important sources of knowledge and skills that affect their decisions (Johnson, et 
al., 1993). Since audit committee directors should know the risks that firms face 
(Branson, 2010; Tonello, 2007) and because these risks vary widely, an ERM system 
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is better controlled when independent audit committee directors have diverse 
knowledge and skills.  
Formal education is a source of qualifications, knowledge and skills (Blundell 
et al., 1999; Schultz, 1961). Johnson et al. (1993) argue that highly educated members 
are able to manage more complex situations. In addition, high educational levels are 
associated with high information-processing capabilities and the ability to 
discriminate among stimuli (Schroder et al., 1967). Therefore, a committee with 
independent directors who have a high level of education is better prepared to face 
problems than a committee with a lower overall educational level. This reasoning 
leads to our next hypothesis:  
Hypothesis 2.1.b: Independent audit committee directors’ average level of 
education is positively related to ERM system quality. 
Furthermore, the greater the range of knowledge provided by committee 
directors, the more sources of information, interpretations and perspectives a 
committee will have at its disposal (Hambrick & Mason, 1984; Wiersema & Bantel, 
1992). Therefore, higher diversity in educational backgrounds may shed light on 
different kinds of risks, in turn improving the ERM system. Thus, we propose the 
following: 
Hypothesis 2.1.c: Higher diversity in independent audit committee directors’ 
educational backgrounds is positively related to ERM system quality. 
3.2 Audit Committee Diligence and ERM System Quality 
Diligence is one of the most important determinants of audit committee 
effectiveness (Kalbers & Fogarty, 1993) and refers to members’ willingness to work 
together to facilitate the proper functioning of the organization (DeZoort et al., 2002). 
In fact, to achieve high ERM system quality, an audit committee must dedicate 
enough time and attention to supervising the system (Branson, 2010). The European 
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good governance codes (CNMV, 2015; FRC, 2016) also recognize the importance of 
frequent board of directors and committee meetings, in fact, the most common proxy 
used by researchers to measure diligence is the number of audit committee meetings 
Research has shown that effective committees meet regularly (Menon & Williams, 
1994) and that the number of meetings positively influences the quality of financial 
reporting (Abbott et al. 2004; Beasley et al., 2005) and the quality of the audit process 
(Zaman et al., 2011). Additionally, audit committees that meet more frequently have 
more effective internal control (Bronson et al., 2006). Therefore, we propose the 
following:  
Hypothesis 2.2: The number of audit committee meetings is positively related 
to ERM system quality. 
 
4. ERM SYSTEM AS A MEDIATOR BETWEEN AUDIT COMMITTES AND 
CORPORATE REPUTATION  
The previous arguments lead us to propose mediated hypotheses to test 
whether the effect of audit committee characteristics on ERM system quality has an 
impact on corporate reputation. That is, because audit committees monitor 
companies’ risk management (Turley & Zaman, 2004) and ERM system quality may 
positively affect corporate reputation (Power et al., 2009; Tonello, 2007), audit 
committee characteristics may affect corporate reputation through its effect on ERM 
system quality.  
Specifically, due to the impact that independence have on audit committee 
effectiveness (e.g. Abbott et al., 2004; Beasley et al., 2005) and, in turn, may have on 
ERM system quality along with the effect that ERM system quality may have on 
corporate reputation (Power et al., 2009; Tonello, 2007), we propose the following: 
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Hypothesis 3.1.a: ERM system quality mediates the positive relationship 
between the proportion of independent directors on the audit committee and 
corporate reputation.  
Furthermore, independent directors’ knowledge and skills influence their 
effectiveness (e.g. Blundell et al., 1999; Schultz, 1961; Johnson et al., 1993), and in 
turn, may affect ERM system quality. Considering this effect as well as the effect of 
ERM system on corporate reputation (Power et al., 2009; Tonello, 2007), we suggest 
the following: 
Hypothesis 3.1.b: ERM system quality mediates the positive relationship 
between the average level of education among independent audit committee directors 
and corporate reputation. 
Hypothesis 3.1.c: ERM system quality mediates the positive relationship 
between the diversity in educational backgrounds of independent audit committee 
directors and corporate reputation. 
Finally, diligence is one of the most important factors underlying audit 
committee effectiveness (Kalbers & Fogarty, 1993). Thus, the number of audit 
committee meetings may have an impact on corporate reputation through audit 
committees’ effect on ERM system quality. Therefore, we propose the following:  
Hypothesis 3.2: ERM system quality mediates the positive relationship 
between the number of audit committee meetings and corporate reputation.  
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5. RESEARCH DESING  
 
5.1 Sample and Variables Measures 
We tested our hypotheses on a sample of 123 listed Spanish companies for the 
2008–2014 period. Our final sample is composed of 731 company observations. We 
consider the Spanish context to be appropriate for testing our hypotheses for different 
reasons. In relation to ERM system and audit committee functions, Spain adheres to 
the recommendations of the European Commission from 15 February 2005 
(2005/162/EC) and recognizes that supervision of ERM systems is a function of the 
audit committee. Another main reason is that Spain has a reputation ranking 
(MERCO) that has been employed by previous literature (Delgado-García et al., 2010; 
Fernández & Luna, 2007; García-Meca & Palacio; 2018; Odriozola & Baraibar-Diez, 
2017; Sánchez et al., 2012) and has been published yearly since 2001, which allows us 
to conduct a longitudinal analysis. Furthermore, the Spanish National Stock Market 
Commission’s guidelines require companies to report information related to their 
ERM systems, thus providing a framework for comparing the companies in the 
sample. In terms of the sample characteristics, the average company size (measured as 
the company’s assets) was more than 41,000 million euros, the average number of 
employees was over 14,000 and the mean turnover was more than 32,000 million 
euros. Furthermore, the sample was composed of a wide diversity of Spanish 
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companies covering practically all types of sectors, including manufacturing, 
financial, energy, construction, service, telecommunication and distribution 
companies. 
Dependent Variable 
To measure corporate reputation, we used the reputation score for listed firms 
included in the MERCO ranking (see more information on Appendix). This index was 
first released for the year 2001 and is the only index with applicable data available for 
a panel data analysis in Spain. The ranking includes the top 100 companies in Spain 
with the highest corporate reputation and has been employed in previous literature 
(Delgado-García et al., 2010; Fernández & Luna, 2007; García-Meca & Palacio, 2018; 
Odriozola & Baraibar-Diez, 2017; Sánchez et al., 2012). This index is similar to 
Fortune's “Most Admired American Companies,” a widely used measure of corporate 
reputation in academic journals (e.g. Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Roberts & Dowling, 
2002; Vergin & Qoronfleh, 1998). Since MERCO ranks and provides reputation scores 
only for the 100 most reputed firms, we had a measure with censored observations. 
Our final measure was composed of 222 uncensored observations (i.e. company 
observations with MERCO reputation scores) and 509 left-censored observations (i.e. 
company observations without MERCO reputation scores). 
Independent Variables  
The data for audit committee characteristics and ERM system quality were 
obtained from the corporate governance reports of each company analyzed for the 
years 2008 to 2014. We measured independence as the proportion of independent 
directors on the audit committee of each company and audit committee diligence as 
the natural logarithm of the number of committee meetings per year (Zhang et al., 
2007). Educational level was measured using a scale ranging from 1 to 5, with 1 = no 
university studies, 2 = three-year degree, 3 = five-year degree, 4 = master’s degree and 
5 = PhD. The final measure was the average level of education for all independent 
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directors of the audit committee, which is similar to Carter (2006). Diversity in 
educational backgrounds was measured as the percentage of five possible educational 
backgrounds—engineering, science, business/economics, law and other social 
sciences—represented among the independent committee directors.  
ERM System Quality Variable 
ERM system quality is a complex multi-dimensional concept. There are no 
generalized measures of ERM system quality, and only a few studies have tried to 
measure specific aspects of the concept (e.g. Beasley et al., 2005; Beasley et al., 2015; 
Daud et al., 2010; Gordon et al., 2009; Hoyt & Liebenberg, 2011; Hoyt & Liebenberg, 
2008; Li et al., 2014). Some studies have asked only whether firms implemented an 
ERM system or not (Hoyt & Liebenberg, 2011; Hoyt & Liebenberg, 2008; Li et al., 
2014). Other studies have measured the level of ERM adoption using Beasley et al. 
(2005) survey-based scale (Beasley et al., 2015; Daud et al., 2010). Gordon et al. (2009) 
created an ERM index based on four indicators (i.e. strategy, operations, reporting and 
compliance), and Baxter et al. (2013) used Standard & Poor’s ERM quality rating. 
However, none of these measures fits our longitudinal study of listed Spanish 
companies. Thus, we developed our own multi-item scale based on COSO’s ERM 
definition and on the Spanish National Stock Market Commission’s guidelines for 
providing ERM system information in corporate governance reports. First, two 
researchers analyzed a subsample of 40 company reports to define how information 
could be standardized. After agreeing on the measurable items, the researchers 
independently analyzed the reports of all the companies in the sample for each year 
of the analysis period. Subsequently, they met to resolve differences in their 
assessments and to award final scores to each company each year. Krippendorff’s alpha 
indicates the validity of our analysis in terms of inter-rater reliability (inter-rater 
reliability of all the items was greater than 0.8). 
Our ERM system quality measure was based on three items that reveal the 
objective performance of the companies in our sample in terms of ERM system 
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quality: ERM scope, the company’s definition of ERM and the company’s use/non-use 
of the COSO framework.  
In terms of scope, the Spanish National Stock Market Commission’s guidelines 
ask companies to rate their ERM scope using a four-point scale. This scale corresponds 
to scores 5, 4, 3 and 1 in our scale shown below. We added an additional score (2) for 
companies that have an ERM system but do not specify its scope (Table 2.1). So, we 
used a five items scale to assess the ERM system scope in the companies analyzed. 
Table 2.1 ERM system scope 
ERM system scope  
The ERM system works holistically and continuously, consolidating risk 
management by area or business unit or by activity, subsidiaries, 
geographical areas and support areas (e.g. human resources, marketing or 
management control) at the corporate level. 
5 
The ERM system is implemented at the group or corporate level but 
neither by area or business unit nor by activity, subsidiaries, geographical 
areas and support areas (e.g. human resources, marketing or management 
control) at the corporate level. 
4 
The ERM system exists at the level of business areas or specific projects 
but does not consolidate information at the group or corporate levels. 
3 
The company has an ERM system but does not specify its scope. 2 
The company does not have an ERM system formally defined. 1 
       Source: Adapted from CNMV. 
The second item for our ERM system quality measure is companies’ definition 
of ERM. The various definitions of ERM indicate that it is a process that helps 
companies achieve their strategic goals by identifying, controlling and managing risks 
(Beasley et al., 2005; Moeller, 2007; COSO, 2004; ISO 31000). From this definition, 
we extracted three elements: mapping risk, seeing ERM as a process to control and 
manage risk and connecting ERM to strategic goals. We employed a scale from 0 to 3 
indicating how many of these elements each company included in its definition of 
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ERM. Specifically, we measured whether the company (a) has maps of risks (i.e. a risk 
portfolio identifying the impact and likelihood of the different risks that companies 
face), (b) identifies ERM as a tool to reach company objectives and (c) identifies ERM 
as a continuous process to control and manage risk (+1 point). Companies got a 0 if 
they did not identify any of these elements and a 3 if they identified all of them. 
The third item used for our measure of ERM system quality is use/non-use of 
the COSO framework. The COSO framework is one of the most popular ERM 
frameworks (Bohn & Kemp, 2006; Daud et al., 2010). Since many companies use this 
framework only for financial risk disclosure, we identified three levels: 1 = no COSO, 
2 = COSO in relation to financial risk disclosure and 3 = ERM under the COSO 
framework.  
Based on the three previous items, we determined ERM system quality for each 
company using principal component analysis with a varimax rotation. The results 
show a one-component solution via complementary criteria: eigenvalue, the scree 
plot and interpretability. We employed the factor loadings of this principal 
component analysis as our measure of ERM system quality. The resulting internal 
consistency reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) are above 0.7. To test the reliability of our 
measures, we employed a confirmatory factor analysis. The composite reliability 
exceeds 0.7, and average variance is greater than 0.5 for all variables, which means 
that the factors account for more than 50% of the variance observed in the items. The 
measure of ERM system quality used was the factor score of the factor analysis. 
Control Variables 
We used eight control variables: the lag of corporate reputation, audit 
committee size, company size, company age, return on assets (ROA), leverage, 
industry and year. As corporate reputation accumulates slowly (Fombrun, 1996; 
Schultz et al., 2001), it is a very inertial variable, so we included reputation from the 
previous period as a control variable. We based on the average value between the 
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score of the company included in MERCO with the lowest level of corporate 
reputation and 0 to score those at companies that are not in the MERCO index (i.e. 
they are not among the top 100 most reputed firms in Spain according to MERCO) 
assuming a normal probability distribution. Audit committee size was measured as the 
logarithm of the number of audit committee directors. We include company size, 
because, large companies, being more visible in markets, are expected to be more 
deeply examined by different public entities and therefore to exhibit a better value 
distribution among their stakeholders, so they tend to build strong corporate 
reputations. On the other hand, smaller companies are expected to be less controlled 
in markets and thus less careful in their value distribution, thereby leading to reduced 
corporate reputation. Empirical research has shown that larger firms have better 
corporate reputations (e.g. Cordeiro & Sambharya, 1997; Deephouse, 1997; Dunbar & 
Schwalbach, 2000; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990). Firm size was measured as the natural 
logarithm of the firm’s total assets. Although there are ambiguous empirical findings 
about the effect of firm age on corporate reputation (Rao, 1994; Schultz et al., 2001), 
we introduced firm age—measured as the logarithm of the years the company has 
exited —because corporate reputation accumulates slowly (Fombrun, 1996; Schultz 
et al., 2001). Firms that have remained in business over long periods of market 
supervision can be expected to have kept their stakeholder satisfaction, so 
stakeholders are likely to extrapolate from past behaviors to generate expectations of 
companies’ future behavior (Weizsacker, 1980). Considerable research has also 
analyzed the influence of ROA on corporate reputation (e.g. Brammer & Pavelin, 
2006; Fombrun & Shanley 1990). The chances of satisfying stakeholders’ future 
demands are higher when the firm’s value is higher. Stakeholders form their 
expectations accordingly, so higher ROA will build corporate reputation. Next, we 
included leverage—measured as a firm’s debt-to-equity ratio—because it has been 
employed in previous research on corporate reputation (e.g. Delgado-García, De 
Quevedo-Puente, & Díez-Esteban, 2013; Lee & Jang, 2007; Wei & Zhang, 2006). High 
leverage may threaten future returns and thus corporate reputation. Finally, we 
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controlled for industry and year by introducing dummies. To calculate industry 
dummies, we used the CNAE (National Classification of Economic Activities Code), 
which largely corresponds with Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes. 
Company size, company age, ROA, leverage and industry were mined from the SABI 
(Sistema de Análisis de Balances Ibéricos, or the Iberian Balance Sheet Analysis 
System) database. 
5.2 Analytical Method 
To avoid the problem of unobservable heterogeneity (Arellano, 2003), we used 
panel data analysis. Specifically, we used random-effects models because we employed 
time-invariant independent variables in our model (Wooldridge, 2009).  
As we noted in the previous subsection, the MERCO index provided 
information only for the top 100 companies in Spain with the highest corporate 
reputation. As such, our dependent variable was left-censored, which it means that in 
our sample, there are companies that are not in the top 100 published by MERCO. 
However, we know that these companies have a lower corporate reputation than the 
last company scored in the MERCO ranking. Therefore, we employed random-effects 
Tobit estimation processes in those models with corporate reputation as the 
dependent variable because this procedure is designed to estimate the parameters in 
samples in which the dependent variable is censored. 
We used the following equation models to test the effect of ERM system quality 
on corporate reputation (Eq.1) as well as the effect of audit committee characteristics 








Corporate_reputation it = α + β1(corporate_reputationit-1) 
+β2(ERM_system_qualityit) β3(company_size it) + β4(ROA it) + β5(leverageit) + β6(ageit) 
+ dt + di + εit 
Eq. 2: 
ERM_system_quality_it = α+ β1(audit_committee_independenceit) + β2(audit committee 
level_of_education it) + β3(audit committee diversity_in_educational_backbroundsit) + 
β4(audit_committee_meetings it) + β5(audit_committee_sizeit) + β6(company_sizeit) + β7(ROAit) 
+ β8(leverageit) + β9(ageit) + dt + di + εit 
 We tested the mediation hypotheses using the method outlined by Baron and 
Kenny (1986). Following this methodology, we employed three equations to test 
mediation (Baron & Kenny, 1986:1177): “first, regressing the mediator on the 
independent variable” (Eq.2); “second, regressing the dependent variable on the 
independent variable” (Eq.3); “and third, regressing the dependent variable on both 
the independent variable and on the mediator”. (Eq.4). Finally, “the effect of the 
independent variable on the dependent variable must be less in the third step than in 
the second step” (Baron & Kenny, 1986:1177). 
Eq. 3: 
Corporate_reputationit = α + β1(corporate_reputationitit) + β2(audit_committee 
independence) + β3(level_of_educationit) + β4(diversity_in_educational_backgroundsit) + 
β5(audit_committee_meetingsit) + β6(audit_committee_sizeit) + β7(company_sizeit) + β8(leverage it) 
+ β9(ROAit) + β10(ageit) + dt + di + εit 
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Eq. 4: 
Corporate_reputationit = α + β1(corporate_reputationitit-1) + β2(ERM_system_qualityit) + 
β3(audit_committee_independence) + β4(level_of_educationit) + 
β5(diversity_in_educational_backgroundsit) + β6(audit_committee_meetingsit) + 
β7(audit_committee_sizeit) + β8(company_sizeit) + β9(leverage_it) + β10(ROAit) + β12(ageit) + dt + di + εitç 
 
6. RESULTS 
Table 2.2 presents the means, standard deviations and correlations of the 
variables, excluding year and industry dummies. Variance inflation factors range from 
1.02 to 4.14, further indicating no problems of multicollinearity. 
Table 2.3 shows the results of the panel data analyses. Model 1 analyses the 
effect of ERM system quality on corporate reputation. Model 2 presents the effect of 
audit committee characteristics on ERM system quality. Model 3 analyses the effect 
of audit committee characteristics on corporate reputation. Finally, Model 4 analyses 
the effects of audit committee characteristics and ERM system quality on corporate 
reputation, which enables the detection of mediated effects. 
The results of Model 1 show that ERM system quality has a positive and 
significant effect on corporate reputation (p<0.001), thus supporting Hypothesis 1. 
Model 2 reveals positive relationships between audit committee independence and 
ERM system quality (p <0.05), thus supporting Hypothesis 2.1.a, and between audit 
committee members’ average level of education and ERM system quality (p <0.05), 
thus supporting Hypothesis 2.1.b. However, our results reveal that neither diversity 
in educational backgrounds (Hypothesis 2.1.c) nor number of meetings (Hypothesis 
2.2) has a positive effect on ERM system quality.  
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Table 2.3 Results 
  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
  Tobit Model Random-Effects Model Tobit Model Tobit Model 
  Corporate ERM system Corporate Corporate 
  reputation quality reputation reputation 
Dependent variable t-1 0.738 ***     0.706 ***  0.654 *** 
  (0.092)       (0.091)   (0.092)   
ERM system quality  648.674 ***         643.423 *** 
  (181.595)           (183.490)   
Audit committee independence      0.259 * 1259.665 *  1219.863 † 
      (0.125)   (644.153)   (647.625)   
Educational level      0.050 *   -75.342   -76.113   
      (0.025)    (115.853)   (114.967)   
Diversity in educational backgrounds      -0.243  624.513   690.650   
      (0.181)   (733.206)   (23.451)   
Audit committee meetings      0.089   311.420   216.364   
      (0.066)   (360.163)   (356.218)   
Audit committee size     -0.058   751.422   726.645   
      (0.012)   (505.407)   (500.340)   
ROA -516.986    0.985 ** -792.871   -1407.886   
  (1918.277)   (0.338)   (2001.493)   (1965.853)   
Leverage -37.074 † -0.001   -31.2976   -38.241 † 
  (20.379)   (0.003)   (20.051)    (21.029)   
Company size  957.579 *** 0.172 *** 1082.00 *** 1020.20   *** 
  (185.547)   (0.035)   (185.121)   (187.320)   
Company age 175.500   0.035   339.948   301.342   
  (234.472)   (0.061)   (251.584)    (257.066)   
Year control         YES            YES           YES          YES   
           
Industry control        YES            YES            YES           YES   
                  
Intercept  -16716.36 ***  -2.503 *** -20965.02 *** -19995.52 *** 
  (2881.772)   (0.604)   (3173.304)    (3229.187)   
Wald chi2 450.18 ***  559.70 ***  429.19 *** 430.66 *** 
† p =.10 
* p =.05 
** p = .01 
*** p = .001 
To test the mediation hypotheses (Hypotheses 3.1.a. to 3.2), we used the procedure 
suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986). According to them, there is a mediation effect 
when four conditions are met. First, there must be a relationship between the 
predictor (audit committee characteristics) and the mediator (ERM system quality). 
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Model 2 satisfies this condition only for audit committee independence (p <0.05) and 
for average level of education (p <0.05). The second condition requires there to be a 
relationship between the predictor (audit committee characteristics) and the 
dependent variable (corporate reputation), which is satisfied in the mediated model 
(Model 3) only for audit committee independence (p<0.05). The third condition 
specifies that there must be a relationship between the mediator (ERM system quality) 
and the dependent variable (corporate reputation), which is met in Models 1 and 4 
(p<0.001; p<0.001). Finally, Model 4 shows that the relationship between audit 
committee independence and corporate reputation is marginally significant and 
positive (p<0.1) once the mediator (ERM system quality) is included in the model. 
Then, fourth condition is meet in the case of independence of audit committee 
because the effect in Model 4 (p<0.05) is lower than in Model 3 (p<0.1). Therefore, all 
the mediation conditions are met for audit committee independence, so results 
support Hypothesis 3.1.a. This finding suggests a partial rather than a full mediation 
effect of ERM system quality in the relationship between audit committee 
independence and corporate reputation. However, results do not support Hypotheses, 
3.1.b, 3.1.c and 3.2. 
In terms of the control variables, the results confirm that both the lag of 
corporate reputation and company size have a positive and significant effect on 
corporate reputation in Models 1, 3 and 4. Models 1 and 4 reveal that leverage has a 
marginal and negative effect on corporate reputation. However, we did not find 
evidence that company age or committee size affect corporate reputation. 
Furthermore, our results reveal that company size and ROA positively affect ERM 
system quality, but we did not find evidence that committee size, company age or 
leverage affect ERM system quality.  
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7. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  
Our results, based on a six-year study of a sample of Spanish companies, show 
a positive relationship between ERM system quality and corporate reputation. This 
evidence supports consulting firms’ arguments that ERM systems are valuable for 
managing corporate reputation. Companies with high-quality ERM systems are able 
to satisfy the interests and expectations of their stakeholders and therefore consolidate 
corporate reputation because ERM systems force companies to behave as stakeholders 
expect. This finding is consistent with previous work showing that financial risk 
harms corporate reputation (Brammer et al., 2009; Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; 
Fombrun & Shanley, 1990).  
In addition, this paper demonstrates audit committees’ influence on ERM 
system quality and in turn corporate reputation. First, our findings support the notion 
that audit committee independence improves ERM system quality. This finding 
relates to previous research showing that independence is important to audit 
committee effectiveness (Abbott et al., 2004; Raghunanda et al., 2001; Zaman et al., 
2011). Second, this result is consistent with Beasley et al.’s (2005) finding that board 
independence positively affects the extent of ERM implementation. Third, our 
findings support the idea that audit committee independence also influences 
corporate reputation through the ERM system (a mediated effect). That is, higher 
audit committee independence improves the quality of firms’ risk management 
favoring the consolidation of corporate reputation. Finally, our findings show that 
apart from the mediated effect of audit committee independence on corporate 
reputation through ERM system quality, audit committee independence directly 
affects corporate reputation. Our result suggests that audit committee independence 
is a signal (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Spence, 1974) that increases stakeholders’ 
expectations about a firm’s capacity to deliver value. This result is consistent with 
previous empirical studies suggesting that boards with a greater proportion of 
independent directors signal more effective control and an orientation toward 
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fulfilling all stakeholders’ interests (Johnson & Greening, 1999; Zahra, 1989), which 
in turn enhances corporate reputation (Delgado-García et al., 2010).  
In addition, our findings show that a higher average educational level among 
independent audit committee directors improves ERM system quality. This finding is 
in line with previous research on top management teams (Johnson et al., 1993; 
Schroder et al., 1967). However, we cannot confirm that educational level has an 
effect on corporate reputation through its effect of ERM quality. We did not find 
evidence that diversity in committee directors’ educational backgrounds affects ERM 
system quality or corporate reputation. Although this result does not support our 
hypothesis, it is consistent with some research suggesting that the presence of 
knowledge and skills does not guarantee their use (Forbes & Milliken, 1999). 
Furthermore, we found no effect of diligence on ERM system quality or on 
corporate reputation. Although this finding does not support our hypotheses, it may 
be that frequent audit committee meetings signal internal firm problems (Zhang et 
al., 2007). We think it would be interesting to analyze other proxies for diligence (e.g. 
meeting agendas)—that is, the issues addressed in audit committee meetings—to 
explore the implications of the audit committee in its function as risk supervisor. 
Furthermore, Spanish listed companies are an interesting context for analysis 
because ownership concentration is one of its main features (Díaz & García-Olalla, 
2003; Pucheta‐Martínez & De Fuentes, 2007) which makes Spanish corporate 
governance different from other contexts. Unlike other countries, audit committees 
in Spain are composed by a high proportion of members representing large 
shareholders (Pucheta‐Martínez & De Fuentes, 2007). Therefore, audit committee 
independence is particularly relevant in the Spanish context. For this reason, new 
analyses on the influence of the audit committee on ERM systems in other contexts 
may be an interesting future line of research.  
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Future research could also focus on how the board of directors affects the ERM 
system since the board monitors company performance and is ultimately responsible 
for firm value and its distribution among stakeholders. It would also be interesting to 
study the effect of ERM on corporate social performance as we believe ERM favors a 
balanced distribution of value among all participants in a company. In addition, 
previous research has considered corporate social performance to be an antecedent of 
corporate reputation (e.g. Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; McWilliams, Siegel & Wright, 
2006; Moneva, Rivera-Lirio & Muñoz-Torres, 2007). Therefore, it could be interesting 
to analyze corporate social performance’s mediating role in the relationship between 
ERM system quality and corporate reputation. Additionally, future research should 
focus on studying reputational risk because it is a strategic risk that companies have 
to manage. Moreover, future research could focus on whether audit committees 
reduce firm crises through their effect on ERM systems. Finally, our research focused 
on a single civil law country (Spain). Previous corporate governance research has 
shown that corporate governance mechanisms have different effects on firm 
outcomes in common versus civil law countries. Therefore, new analyses on common 
law countries should be an interesting future line of research.  
Although we believe this paper makes considerable contributions to extant 
academic research, we are conscious that our paper has several limitations. One of 
them is the censored nature of our corporate reputation variable, which restricts the 
analytical method. Also, we only analyzed the effect of independent audit committee 
members’ educational background. It could be interesting to analyze the effect of 
other background characteristics, such as audit committee members’ tenure and 
professional experience. Finally, our study focuses on a sample of large listed 
companies due to the availability of data regarding ERM system quality. Therefore, 
our findings may not be generalizable to small and medium enterprises. As Ambroise 
and Prim-Allaz (2017) argued, small and medium companies also have to deal with 
reputational risks, but the risks they face may be of a slightly different nature than 
those large companies face. To manage these risks, small and medium companies 
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should improve their relationships with their stakeholders (Ambroise & Prim-Allaz, 
2017). Although ERM systems are tools to manage these relationships, small and 
medium enterprises generally do not use such complex ERM systems.  
Despite these limitations, our research makes relevant contributions to 
organizational studies. First, our paper contributes to the literature on corporate 
reputation by examining factors that strengthen firms’ reputation. Specifically, our 
main contribution is twofold. On one hand, we developed theoretical arguments 
justifying the notion that ERM systems are useful platforms for managing corporate 
reputation, contrasting other research on the determinants of corporate reputation 
with lower managerial implications. On the other hand, we found evidence that 
empirically supports consultancy advice. Moreover, we contribute to the literature on 
audit committee effectiveness, highlighting the importance of audit committee 
members’ independence and educational background, specifically educational level. 
Previous research has focused on audit committees’ effects on financial reporting, the 
audit process and internal controls. We extend this literature by focusing on audit 
committees’ effects on ERM system quality and on corporate reputation. 
Furthermore, we advance the understanding of risk management as a key function in 
organizations as it helps achieve company objectives.  
In terms of managerial implications, practitioners need to be aware that the 
ERM system is a useful tool for managing corporate reputation as it keeps company 
risks under control to achieve corporate objectives and fulfil stakeholder expectations. 
Further, this study highlights that boards of directors should select highly educated 
and independent members for audit committee positions to improve ERM system 
quality. It also reveals that improving corporate governance mechanisms has 
consequences for firm management and in turn corporate reputation. Specifically, 
audit committee independence enhances corporate reputation by improving ERM 
system quality. 
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MERCO  
MERCO ranking is based on a multi-stakeholder survey that has been 
conducted every year since 2001. The survey evaluates companies on six dimensions 
(i.e. economic performance, product quality, culture and workplace quality, ethics 
and corporate social responsibility, international and global presence, and 
innovation). The ranking is built in six stages. First, the survey asks for the perceptions 
of top managers in Spain. In 2015, survey responses came from 1,215 Spanish top 
managers of (1) firms with revenues higher than 50 million euros, (2) firms that have 
been part of the ranking in previous years or (3) firms that have been part of the 
population surveyed in previous years. In this stage, managers generally mention 
around 800 companies. The result from this stage is a provisional list of the top 100 
most reputable Spanish firms, which is then assessed in the next stages. Second, each 
of these firms is evaluated by several ratters: financial analysts, non-governmental 
organisations, managers, unions, consumer associations and opinion leaders. In the 
third stage, a group of qualified researchers and analysts objectively assess the merit 
of the corporate reputations of the provisional ranking. In the fourth stage, 
information about the general public’s opinion from the final consumer’s point of 
view is integrated. The fifth stage integrates information related to the opinions of 
workers, university students, the general public and human resources managers about 
companies’ reputations as places of employment. In the last stage, all the scores are 
added, and the companies’ scores are evaluated out of a total of 10,000 points.  
ITEMS OF THE MERCO REPUTATIONAL INDEX  
1. Financial and economic performance 
 (a) Book profit, (b) profitability and (c) quality of economic information 
2. Quality of product or service 
 (a) Product value, (b) brand value and (c) customer service 
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3. Corporate culture and workplace quality 
(a) Suitability of corporate culture to business projects, (b) workplace quality 
and (c) valuation and rewards 
4. Ethics and corporate social performance 
(a) Business ethics, (b) commitment to the community and (c) social and 
environmental responsibility 
5. Global dimension and international presence 
(a) International expansion, (b) strategic alliances and (c) online relationships 
with stakeholders (strategic position on the web) 
6. Innovation 
(a) Research and development investment, (b) renewal of product and services 
portfolio and (c) new channels of distribution. 
Because top managers take part in company selection in MERCO, we tested 
for the presence of financial halo. Specifically, we followed Brown and Perry’s (1994) 
methodology. The results confirm that financial halo is not present, thus supporting 
previous research (Odriozola & Baraibar-Diez, 2017; Sánchez, Sotorrío & Díez, 2012) 
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CORPORATE SOCIAL PERFORMANCE, CORPORATE REPUTATION AND THE 




Studies have shown that corporate social performance (CSP) is an antecedent of 
corporate reputation, since it is a signal that affects stakeholders’ perceptions and 
expectations about the firm’s future behavior. Drawing on institutional theory and on 
Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, in this chapter we analyze how national cultural 
differences moderate the relation between CSP and corporate reputation, since 
culture may also affect stakeholders’ perceptions, expectations, and interests. Results 
based on an international sample for the period 2010 to 2016 show that power distance 
and individualism negatively moderate the effect of CSP on corporate reputation. 
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Resumen 
Investigaciones previas han demostrado que la responsabilidad social corporativa 
(RSC) es un antecedente de la reputación corporativa, debido a que es una señal que 
afecta a las percepciones y expectativas de los stakeholders sobre el comportamiento 
futuro de la empresa. Basándonos en la teoría institucional y en las dimensiones 
culturales de Hofstede, en este capítulo analizamos cómo las diferencias culturales 
nacionales moderan la relación entre la RSC y la reputación corporativa, ya que la 
cultura afecta a las percepciones, expectativas e intereses de los stakeholders. Los 
resultados basados en una muestra internacional para el período 2010-2016 muestran 
que la distancia al poder y el individualismo moderan negativamente el efecto de la 
RSC en la reputación corporativa. 
 
 
Palabras clave: reputación corporativa, responsabilidad social corporativa, cultura 
nacional. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Managers highlight corporate reputation as the company’s most important 
intangible asset (Hall, 1992, 1993), and studies consider it a source of sustainable 
competitive advantage (Bergh, Ketchen, Boyd & Bergh, 2010; Roberts & Dowling, 
2002; Shamsie, 2003). Good corporate reputation favors stakeholders’ engagement 
with the company (e.g. Cable & Turban, 2003; Keh & Xie, 2009) and therefore is 
translated into firm value (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Gregory, 1991; Roberts & 
Dowling, 2002). These findings have aroused a growing interest in the factors that 
favor corporate reputation (Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Delgado-García, De Quevedo-
Puente & De La Fuente-Sabaté, 2010; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; García-Meca & 
Palacio, 2018). Particularly, corporate social performance (CSP) performance has 
received special attention from researchers (e.g. Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; 
Hillenbrand & Money, 2009; Lai, Chiu, Yang, & Pai, 2010; Pfau, Haigh, Sims, & 
Wigley, 2008; Stanaland, Lwin, & Murphy, 2011; Surroca, Tribó, & Waddock, 2010). 
Corporate reputation is the result of a legitimation process (Rao, 1994) that 
translates perceptions of past company behaviors into different stakeholders’ 
expectations about the company’s capability to satisfy their interests in the future 
(Fombrun, 2002; Wartick, 1992). Since CSP signals (Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; 
Fombrun & Shanley, 1990) the firm’s commitment towards every stakeholder, a high 
level of CSP favors the stakeholders’ expectations about its future behavior (Quevedo-
Puente, Fuente-Sabaté, & Delgado-Garcia, 2007). Therefore, CSP is a legitimation 
instrument that influences corporate reputation (Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Quevedo-
Puente et. al., 2007).  
Since people’s perceptions, expectations, and interests may differ across 
cultural contexts (Deephouse, Newburry, & Soleimani, 2016; Hofstede, 2001; Ren & 
Grey, 2009), the influence of CSP on corporate reputation need not be the same in 
different institutional contexts. Institutional factors may influence the way 
stakeholders perceive companies’ actions and their role in society (Ali, Lynch, 
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Melewar, & Jin, 2015; Brammer & Jackson, 2012; Deephouse et al., 2016; Gardberg & 
Fombrun, 2006; Hofstede, 2001; Katz, Swanson, & Nelson, 2001; Maignan & Ralston, 
2002; Scott, 1987, 1995). In fact, studies have already shown that the effect of CSP on 
corporate reputation is influenced by contextual factors such as sector (Brammer & 
Pavelin, 2006; Melo & Garrido‐Morgado, 2012). Culture is another important 
contextual factor (Dikova, Sahib, & van Witteloostuijn, 2010; Hofstede, Van Deusen, 
Mueller, Charles & the Business Goals Network, 2002; North, 1991) that affects 
perceptions of people who are in the same geographical area (Schiffman, Kanuk, & 
Hansen, 2008). Cultural values and norms are important influences on individuals’ 
perceptions (Deephouse et al., 2016; Hofstede, 2001; Ren & Grey, 2009), and empirical 
research demonstrates that cultural characteristics affect stakeholders’ expectations 
about a company (Ali et al., 2016; Deephouse et al., 2016; Maignan, 2001). 
Our paper extends the literature analyzing the effect of national culture on the 
relation between CSP and corporate reputation, drawing on Hofstede’s cultural 
dimensions (1980) (specifically on individualism-collectivism, power distance, 
masculinity-femininity, and uncertainty avoidance). Since companies increasingly 
operate in a broader global environment, this paper can help managers to design their 
corporate social responsibility (CSR) proposals to consolidate their corporate 
reputation across countries.  
The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In the second section, we 
define the concepts of corporate reputation and CSP from the stakeholder perspective, 
discuss the relation between them, and propose a related hypothesis. We also draw 
on Hofstede’s (1980) cultural framework to discuss how culture affects the relation 
between CSP and corporate reputation Specifically, we propose hypotheses 
concerning Hofstede’s dimensions of culture (power distance, individualism-
collectivism, masculinity-femininity, and uncertainty avoidance). The third and 
fourth sections focus on the method and results, respectively. The paper closes with 
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our main conclusions, discussion, contributions, limitations, future lines of research, 
and managerial implications.  
 
2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES  
2.1 Corporate Reputation and Corporate Social Performance 
Among the many definitions of corporate reputation (Lange, Lee, & Dai, 2011), 
we adopt that of being known for something by stakeholders (e.g. Fombrun, 2002; 
Lange et al., 2011; Wartick, 2002). This conceptualization understands corporate 
reputation as the aggregation of different groups of stakeholders’ expectations 
regarding a firm’s capacity to satisfy their interests (Fombrun, 2002; Wartick, 1992). 
Therefore, corporate reputation is the product of a legitimation process (Rao, 1994) in 
which different audiences observe the firm’s characteristics and past performances to 
build their expectations about its most likely future behavior. 
Researchers have made great efforts to identify the main signals that 
stakeholders use to build their expectations (e.g. Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun 
& Shanley, 1990). Specifically, CSP has attracted the interest of many researchers (e.g. 
Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990). CSR expands the responsibility 
of the company not only to shareholders’ profitability but also to satisfy each 
stakeholder’s interests (Clarkson, 1995; Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Freeman, 1984; 
Shrivastava, 1995). The result of translating CSR into specific actions in relation to 
each stakeholder group is called CSP (Carroll, 2002; Jones, 1980; Quevedo-Puente et 
al., 2007; Rowley & Berman, 2000). CSP distributes value among stakeholders, who 
interpret this distribution as a signal (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Spence, 1974) of the 
degree to which the company will continue to meet their interests through economic, 
social, and environmental actions (e.g. Barnett, 2007; Tang, Qian, Chen, & Shen, 
2015).  
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High CSP may generate a process of legitimation (Rao, 1994) that results in a 
certain corporate reputation (Logsdon & Wood, 2002). Studies suggest that companies 
try to show high CSP to get legitimation through stakeholders’ approval (Adams, Hill, 
& Roberts, 1998) and to build and maintain their corporate reputation (Arikan, 
Kantur, Maden, & Telci, 2016; Lai et al., 2010). In fact, research has demonstrated a 
positive influence of CSP on corporate reputation (Bear, Rahman, & Post, 2010; 
Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Galbreath, 2010; Lai et al., 2010; Pfau et al., 2008; Siltaoja, 
2006; Stanaland et al., 2011; Surroca et al., 2010; Turban & Greening, 1997). Therefore, 
we propose the following hypothesis:  
 Hypothesis 1: CSP is positively related to corporate reputation. 
2.2 Culture as a Moderator between Corporate Social Performance and 
Corporate Reputation 
The legitimation process that leads CSP to consolidate corporate reputation 
(Quevedo-Puente et al., 2007) is affected by institutional factors, culture among 
others. Corporate reputation is based on perceptions and expectations, which are 
cognitive processes. Cognition affects the way people perceive, interpret, assess, 
remember, and respond to informational events and signals (DiMaggio, 1997; Fiske & 
Taylor, 1991). Institutional factors affect stakeholders’ values and beliefs (Brammer & 
Jackson, 2012; Deephouse et al., 2016; Hofstede, 2001; Scott, 1987, 1995) and therefore 
cognition (e.g. DiMaggio, 1997; North, 1991; Redding, 2005; Schutz & Luckmann, 
1973; Scott, 1987, 1995).  
Culture is an institutional factor closely linked to cognition (e.g. DiMaggio, 
1997; Redding, 2005; Schutz & Luckmann, 1973). Culture consists of shared elements 
(knowledge, values, norms, beliefs, etc.) that provide standards for perceiving, 
interpreting, believing, assessing, communicating, and acting, among those who share 
a language, a historic period, and a geographic location (Triandis, 1996). Goodenough 
(1994) argues that culture acts as a pattern in the way to perceive, relate and interpret 
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information signals that affect individual and group behavior. Similarly, North (1991) 
argues that culture provides a conceptual framework based on language to encrypt 
and interpret informational signals that the senses give to the brain. National culture 
affects social values and beliefs and causes some behaviors to be accepted and others 
rejected (Deephouse et al., 2016; Gardberg & Fombrun, 2006; Ren & Grey, 2009). 
Therefore, stakeholders with different cultural backgrounds may have different 
expectations about how a company should behave with different stakeholders. For 
instance, De Mooij and Hofstede (2010) argue that cultural values define consumers’ 
personalities. Drawing on the fact that culture has to do with social mores, values, and 
beliefs, Katz, Swanson, and Nelson (2001) argue that cultural factors strongly 
influence national expectations of CSP. Maignan (2001) shows that customers from 
the USA, France, and Germany assign different importance to a company’s social 
initiatives depending on the country’s level of individualism (Hofstede, 1980). Finally, 
Deephouse et al. (2016) analyze the direct impact of culture dimensions on corporate 
reputation. Using Hofstede’s cultural framework (1980) and Taras, Steel, and 
Kirkman’s (2012) cultural scores, they find a positive impact of power distance and a 
negative influence of masculinity on corporate reputation. Since culture influences 
individuals’ judgment and perceptions (e.g. DiMaggio, 1997; Hofstede, 2001; Triandis, 
1996), it follows that culture may moderate the relation between CSP and corporate 
reputation.  
Hofstede (1980, 2001, 2010) organizes national cultural differences into six 
dimensions: power distance, individualism-collectivism, masculinity-femininity, 
uncertainty avoidance, term orientation, and indulgence. Because we use the cultural 
scores of Hofstede (1980) and Taras et al. (2012) as complements and Taras et al. 
provide scores only for the first four dimensions, we focus on power distance, 
individualism-collectivism, masculinity-femininity, and uncertainty avoidance.  
Hofstede (2001) defines power distance as the degree to which a country 
accepts social inequalities. In countries with small power distance, people are much 
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less focused on class differences and social aspirations (Roth, 1995). One of the main 
values of such cultures is equality; inequalities should be minimized through 
redistributing power (Hofstede, 2001). In contrast, large power distance contexts give 
importance to prestige and wealth because they shape social classes (Hofstede, 1984). 
Large power distance cultures consider that people have a rightful place in a social 
hierarchy and people seek their own satisfaction through power inequalities, which 
are expected and desired (Hofstede, 2001). As we argue above, socially responsible 
companies try to satisfy every stakeholder, and this democratic view may be more 
valued in cultures with low power distance than in those with large power distance. 
Accordingly, we propose that: 
Hypothesis 2a: Power distance negatively moderates the influence of CSP on 
corporate reputation. In low-power-distance countries, the influence of CSP on 
corporate reputation is higher than in high-power-distance countries. 
The dimension individualism-collectivism refers to the degree to which 
individuals are integrated into groups (Hofstede, 2001). In societies with a high degree 
of collectivism, there exists a high sense of belonging to the society, individuals trust 
and are loyal to the group (Hofstede, 2001), and people value goals that favor the 
whole society (Deephouse et al., 2016). In such countries the whole group of 
stakeholders may perceive more positively those companies that are responsive to all 
the company’s stakeholders, because they have a sense of being part of the same 
community. In contrast, in countries with high levels of individualism people look for 
their own and closest relatives’ interests and satisfaction, without taking into account 
the interests of the rest of the society (Hofstede, 2001). In collectivist countries the 
stakeholders not only appreciate their own interests’ satisfaction, but also value 
others’ interests’ satisfaction. However, in individualist countries each stakeholder 
only appreciates their own interests’ satisfaction. Since a high CSP implies taking into 
account the interests of all stakeholders, CSP fits better and may have a higher impact 
on corporate reputation in cultures with a collective orientation. Consistently with 
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these arguments, Maignan (2001) shows that more individualistic consumers give less 
importance to corporate social behaviors. Accordingly, we propose that: 
Hypothesis 2b: Individualism negatively moderates the influence of CSP on 
corporate reputation. In culturally collectivist countries, the influence of CSP on 
corporate reputation is higher than in culturally individualist countries. 
Masculine societies are characterized by values based on success, recognition, 
earnings, assertiveness, aggressiveness, and achievement (Hofstede, 2001; Newburry 
& Yakova, 2006). Hofstede (2001) argues that masculine countries favor economic 
growth instead of environmental protection. However, feminine societies focus on 
looking after others, quality of life, and relationships (Hofstede, 2001). Steensma, 
Marino, and Weaver (2000) suggest that more masculine societies have a lower 
appreciation of cooperation strategies than do more feminine ones. Since CSR implies 
a balanced distribution of value, we expect that in feminine-culture countries 
stakeholders appreciate CSP much more than in masculine-culture countries. 
Therefore, we propose: 
Hypothesis 2c: Cultural masculinity negatively moderates the influence of CSP 
on corporate reputation. In culturally feminine countries, the influence of CSP on 
corporate reputation is higher than in culturally masculine countries.  
Hofstede defines uncertainty avoidance as “the extent to which the members 
of a culture feel threatened by uncertain or unknown situations” (Hofstede, 2001:161). 
Corporate social activities strengthen the firm’s relationships with its stakeholders and 
enhance their trust in the company (e.g. Barnett, 2007; Tang et al., 2015), and 
therefore reduce uncertainty. CSP is an important element for sustainable 
development; companies with high level of CSP behave without compromising future 
generations. Blodgett, Lu, Rose, and Vitell (2001) find that uncertainty-avoidance 
cultures heighten ethical sensitivity toward various stakeholders. Then, since the 
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values of high uncertainty avoidance countries are better aligned with CSP, we 
propose that:  
Hypothesis 2d: Uncertainty avoidance positively moderates the influence of 
CSP on corporate reputation. In high-uncertainty-avoidance countries, the influence 
of CSP on corporate reputation is higher than in low-uncertainty-avoidance 
countries.  
Figure 3.1 summarize the hypotheses proposed. 
Figure 3.1 Conceptual model 
 
 
3. RESEARCH METHOD 
 
3.1 Sample 
To test our hypotheses, we employ the cultural scores developed by Hofstede 
(1980) and by Taras et al. (2012) for 2000s. Because Taras and colleagues score fewer 
countries, we have a different number of observations for each set of tests. The 
analyses using Hofstede’s scores are based on 3,316 firm-year observations for the 
period 2010 to 2016 involving 21 countries (Germany, Argentina, Belgium, Brazil, 
                    Corporate Social Performance, Corporate Reputation and the Prism of the Culture  
 75 
Canada, Chile, China, Denmark, Spain, France, Netherlands, Ireland, Italy, Mexico, 
Peru, Portugal, South Africa, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, and USA). The 
analyses using Taras et al.’s scores are based on 2,553 observations for 15 countries 
(Germany, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, Spain, Netherlands, Mexico, Peru, 
South Africa, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, and USA). Both samples cover 
all the companies with information available in the two databases we use to measure 
our dependent and independent variables (RepTrak® and Thomson Reuters Eikon™). 
3.2 Variables 
Corporate Reputation 
We obtain corporate reputation information from all RepTrak® Pulse reports for our 
specified countries up until December 2016 on the Reputation Institute website 
(www.reputationinstitute.com). This index provides scores for the best-reputed 
companies across 55 countries. Several studies validate RepTrak® Pulse methods 
(Fombrun, Ponzi, & Newburry, 2015; Ponzi, Fombrun, & Gardberg, 2011; Sarstedt, 
Wilczynski, & Melewar, 2013), which have been employed in previous research 
(Deephouse et al., 2016; Fombrun & Pan, 2006; Mandelli & Cantoni, 2010). Using 
online surveys, each year the Reputation Institute measures the reputations of 
thousands of the world’s most prestigious companies across seven key rational 
dimensions of reputation: products and services, innovation, workplace, governance, 
citizenship, leadership, and performance. The construct is based on four elements: 
admiration and respect, recognized reputation, good impression, and trust. The 
respondents are a random sample of the population stratified by age and gender in 
each year and each country. To facilitate international, inter-industry comparisons, 
the Reputation Institute publishes statistically adjusted data. The overall score for 
each firm’s reputation averages responses from 100 or more people who are familiar 
with the company, on a scale of up to 100 points. 
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Corporate Social Performance Measure 
CSP data are obtained from Thomson Reuters Eikon™, which covers over 
6,000 public companies from several countries, across more than 400 different 
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) metrics. These scores have been 
employed in recent research (e.g. Garcia, Mendes-Da-Silva, & Orsato, 2017) enhance 
and replace the ASSET4 ratings widely used in previous research (e.g. Luo et al., 2015; 
Maniora, 2017). More than 150 analysts process the measures manually for each 
company to standardize the information and guarantee that it is comparable across 
the entire range of companies. These scores are based on CSP worldwide—that is, in 
all the contexts where the company operates. Our CSP measure has three pillars: 
social, environmental, and economic. The social performance score combines four 
indicators provided by Thomson Reuters Eikon™ ESG scores (workforce, human 
rights, community, and product responsibility). We base the calculation of the 
environmental performance score on three categories (environmental resource use, 
emissions, and innovation). Economic performance is measured as return on equity 
(e.g. Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990). Finally, CSP averages all 
three performance measures (social, environmental, and economic).  
Culture 
Management research has used several cultural frameworks, including those 
of Hofstede (1980, 2001), Schwartz (1994, 2006), GLOBE (House, Hanges, Javidan, 
Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004), Trompenaars (1993), and the World Values Survey 
(Inglehart, 1990, 1997). However, Hofstede’s framework is the one most cited in social 
science works (Beugelsdijk, Maseland, & Van Hoor, 2015; Kikman, Lowe, & Gibson, 
2006). We have tested our analyses with two cultural scores, Hofstede (1980) and 
Taras et al. (2012) for the 2000s. Although, Hofstede rates the largest number of 
countries, several authors criticize Hofstede’s scores on the ground that cultures have 
changed (e.g. Inglehart & Baker, 2000; Ralston, Holt, Terpstra, & Kai-Cheng, 1997). 
However, the findings of Beugelsdijk et al. (2015) reveal that Hofstede’s cultural 
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scores are still representative because the changes are absolute rather than relative 
and the difference between countries has not changed significantly. Still, to deal with 
the question of whether Hofstede’s scores are dated, we also use cultural scores 
provided by Taras et al. (2012). Taras and colleagues developed measures from a meta-
analysis for each decade using the Hofstede’s measures: power distance, individualism, 
masculinity, and uncertainty avoidance. We use their measures for the 2000s. 
Following Aiken and West (1987), we calculate the interaction effects between 
CSP and culture by multiplying the standardized values of power distance, 
individualism, masculinity, and uncertainty avoidance by the standardized value of 
CSP, to minimize the effects of multicollinearity.  
Control Variables 
We use six control variables: company size, company age, leverage, company 
origin, industry, and year. We measure firm size as the natural logarithm of total 
assets. Ample empirical evidence suggests that larger firms have better corporate 
reputations (e.g. Cordeiro & Sambharya, 1997; Deephouse, 1997). Large firms, being 
more visible in markets, are expected to be more closely examined by different 
audiences and therefore to exhibit low expropriation in order to build and retain a 
good corporate reputation. Smaller companies, which may go unnoticed in the 
market, are expected to be less scrutinized and therefore less careful in the 
distribution of firm value, thus forfeiting corporate reputation. We include leverage, 
measured as the debt-to-equity ratio, because high leverage may threaten future 
returns and thus corporate reputation (e.g. Delgado-García, De Quevedo-Puente, & 
Díez-Esteban, 2013; Lee & Jang, 2007; Wei & Zhang, 2006). Although empirical 
studies show ambiguous findings about the influence of firm age on corporate 
reputation (Rao, 1994; Schultz, Mouritsen, & Gabrielsen, 2001), we control for age 
(measured as the difference between the year analyzed and the year of the company’s 
foundation) because companies in business through long periods of market 
supervision can be expected to have maintained stakeholders’ satisfaction, so that 
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stakeholders extrapolate from previous behaviors to generate expectations of future 
behavior (Weizsacker, 1980). We include a dummy variable called origin that 
indicates whether the company’s headquarters are in the same country where its 
reputation is scored. We consider that national companies may be assessed more 
favorably because they contribute more directly to the economy and have greater 
familiarity and identification with national values. Finally, we use dummy variables 
to control for industry and year. We obtain the data on age through an internet search. 
Company size, return on equity, leverage, origin, and industry come from the 
Thomson Reuters Eikon™ data set. 
3.3 Methodology 
We use OLS regression to test our hypotheses. To compare the predictive 
power of the independent and moderator variables over the control variables, we use 
a multiple regression analysis (Aiken & West, 1991). In the first step, we enter only 
the control variables. Then we enter CSP to test Hypothesis 1. In the third step, we 
enter the moderator variables (culture dimensions). In the fourth step we introduce 




Tables 3.1 and 3.2 present the correlation matrix and descriptive statistics for 
scores provided by Hofstede (1980) and Taras et al. (2012), respectively. Tables 3.3 
and 3.4 summarize the cultural characteristics of both samples. The profiles of the 
countries that have the maximum and minimum scores are similar in both samples. 
Tables 3.5 and 3.6 show the results of the OLS regression using Hofstede’s culture 
scores and Taras et al.’ s scores, respectively. A Durbin-Wu-Haussman test (Davidson 
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& MacKinnon, 1993) shows no endogeneity problems. Variance Inflation Factors 
ranged between 5.01 and 1.02, showing no multicollinearity. 
Table 3.5 and 3.6 shows the results for the multiple regression analysis of the effect of 
culture dimensions on corporate reputation. Models 1 and 5 include only the effect of 
control variables on corporate reputation. Models 2 and 6 include the effect of CSP. 
Models 3 and 7 include the direct effect of the cultural dimensions, and models 4 and 
8 include the effect of the interaction between CSP and cultural dimensions. Models 
2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8 reveal a significant and positive effect of CSP on corporate reputation 
(p<0.05). Therefore, we can confirm Hypothesis 1. Results from models 4 and 8 reveal 
that there is a negative and significant effect of the interaction between CSP and 
power distance, measured using both Hofstede’s (p<0.001) and Taras et al.’ s scores 
(p<0.001). These results confirm our Hypothesis 2.a: the lower the power distance of 
the country, the higher the impact of CSP on corporate reputation. Model 4 also 
confirms that the interaction of CSP and individualism has a negative effect, whether 
we use Hofstede’s scores (p<0.001) or those of Taras et al. (p<0.05). These results 
confirm Hypothesis 2.b: the lower the level of individualism in the country, the 
higher the impact of CSP on corporate reputation. However, models 4 and 8 do not 
show a significant impact of the interaction either between masculinity/femininity 
and CSP or between uncertainty avoidance and CSP. Therefore, we cannot confirm 
Hypotheses 2.c and 2.d. Among the control variables, results reveal a negative and 
significant effect of company leverage on corporate reputation and a significant and 
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Table 3.3 Culture profile of the sample based on Hofstede (1980) scores 





    
Power distance 44.88 16.35 Denmark (18) Mexico (81) 
Individualism 70.96 20.18 Peru (16) USA (91) 
Masculinity 55.29 17.01 Sweden (5) Italy (70) 
Uncertainty avoidance 53.85 21.65 Denmark (23) Portugal (99) 
 
 
Table 3.4 Culture profile of the sample based on Taras et al. (2012) scores 





    
Power distance -0.61 0.37 Netherlands (-1.33) Mexico (0.5) 
Individualism 0.4 0.5 Mexico (-1.03) Sweden (1.79) 
Masculinity -0.11 0.6 Sweden (-1.46) UK (0.58) 
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Table 3.5 Results of OLS regression for the moderation effect of culture on the 
relation between CSP and corporate reputation using Hofstede scores 
  
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
  
CSP     0.355 * 0.337 * 0.290 * 
      (0.143)   (0.142)   (0.143)   
Power distance         -0.575 * -0.493   
          (0.230)   (0.233)   
Individualism         0.802 *** 0.879 *** 
          (0.186)   (0.187)   
Masculinity         0.210 †  0.151   
          (0.126)   (0.127)   
Uncertainty avoidance         1.411 *** 1.4460 *** 
          (0.195)   (0.198)   
CSP*Power distance             -0.598 ** 
              (0.231)   
CSP*Individualism             -0.553 ** 
              (0.178)   
CSP*Masculinity             0.191   
              (0.133)   
CSP* Uncertainty avoidance             -0.144   
              (0.191)   
Company size 0.281 ** 0.160  0.034   0.002   
  (0.918)   (0.104)   (0.105)   (0.106)   
Leverage -0.028 *** -0.027 *** -0.026 *** -0.028 *** 
  (0.007)   (0.007)   (0.007)   (0.007)   
Company age 0.021 *** 0.021 *** 0.021 *** 0.021 *** 
  (0.002)   (0.002)   (0.002)   (0.002)   
Origin -0.020   -0.087   -0.422    -0.459  
  (0.288)   (0.288)   (0.296)   (0.298)   
Sector 
    YES    YES     YES    YES 
  
Year 
    YES    YES     YES    YES 
  
Constant 61.4332 *** 64.355 *** 67.635 *** 68.483 *** 
  (2.301)   (2.582)   (2.622)   (2.643)   
R2     0.305   0.306   0.321   0.324 
Adj R2   0.301   0.302   0.316   0.320 
Number of countries: 21                 
Number of observations:3316                 
† p = .10 
* p = .05 
** p = .01 
*** p = .001 
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Table 3.6 Results of OLS regression for the moderation effect of culture on the 
relation between CSP and corporate reputation using Taras et al. (2012) scores 
  
Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 
  
CSP     0.366 * 0.411 ** 0.415 ** 
      (0.152)   (0.150)   (0.153)   
Power distance         -1.121 *** -1.137 *** 
          (0.153)   (0.153)   
Individualism         -0.989 *** -0.991 *** 
          (0.169)   (0.172)   
Masculinity         0.645 *** 0.716 *** 
          (0.170)   (0.172)   
Uncertainty avoidance         -0.285 † -0.241   
          (0.158)   (0.164)   
CSP*Power distance             -0.578 *** 
              (0.148)   
CSP*Individualism             -0.356 * 
              (0.181)   
CSP*Masculinity             0.048   
              (0.172)   
CSP* Uncertainty avoidance             -0.190   
              (0.179)   
Company size 0.235 ** 0.158   0.235 * 0.192 † 
  (0.098)   (0.110)   (0.110)   (0.110)   
Leverage -0.028 *** -0.027 *** -0.028 *** -0.029 *** 
  (0.006)   (0.006)   (0.006)   (0.006)   
Company age 0.020 *** 0.020 *** 0.020 *** 0.020 *** 
  (0.003)   (0.003)   (0.003)   (0.002)   
Origin -1.198 *** -1.207 *** -1.401 *** -1.575 *** 
  (0.313)   (0.312)   (0.321)   (0.325)   
Sector 
    YES     YES     YES    YES 
  
Year 
    YES     YES     YES    YES 
  
Constant 63.204 *** 66.152 *** 63.075 *** 64.354 *** 
  (2.456)   (2.741)   (2.745)   (2.772)   
R2     0.325   0.327   0.351   0.355 
Adj R2   0.320   0.321   0.345   0.35 
Number of countries : 16                 
Number of observations:2553                 
† p = .10 
* p = .05 
** p = .01 
*** p = .001 
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5. CONCLUSIONS 
Our results, based on an international sample of firms for a seven-year period 
(2010-2016), show a positive effect of CSP on corporate reputation. These findings 
confirm several previous studies (Bear et al., 2010; Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; 
Galbreath, 2010; Lai et al., 2010; Pfau et al., 2008; Siltaoja, 2006; Stanaland et al., 2011; 
Surroca et al., 2010) and shows that CSP is a tool to satisfy the interests of the different 
stakeholder groups and generate positive expectations about the firm.  
Our results also confirm that national culture moderates this relation. 
Following prior research on the role of culture on cognition (Triandis,1996; 
DiMaggio, 1997; Hofstede, 2001) and, therefore, on expectations and perceptions, we 
evidence the impact of culture on how stakeholders from different national cultures 
perceive corporate behaviors. Specifically, short power distance and collectivism 
intensify the relation between CSP and corporate reputation. On one hand, this 
suggests that CSP is better aligned with values of short power distance than large 
power distance cultures CSP promotes a balance value distribution among all 
stakeholders that fits with equality values of short power distance cultures. However, 
CSP is worse aligned with large power distance cultures, which assume the privileges 
of smalls group and the inequalities among them (Hofstede, 2001). On the other hand, 
regarding individualism our results also suggest that CSP is better aligned with values 
of collectivism. Since in collective cultures, individuals have a strong feeling of taking 
part of a society (Hofstede, 2001), they may claim more responsibility of the company 
with all the stakeholders. Therefore, because in collective countries individuals value 
goals that favor the society as a whole (Deephouse et al., 2016), stakeholders 
appreciate more positively the fulfillment of the interests of all the members of the 
company, in comparison with individualist countries, where people mainly focus on 
looking for their own and closest relative’s interests (Hofstede, 2001). This result is in 
line with Maignan (2001) and confirms that collectivism is better aligned with CSP 
than individualism. 
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We do not find that masculinity significantly moderates the relation between 
CSP and corporate reputation. This unexpected finding may be explained by the fact 
that some values in masculine societies—especially those related to success and 
recognition (Hofstede, 2001; Newburry & Yakova, 2006)—are also aligned with CSP. 
Nowadays, a high level of CSP may be a way to differentiate the company from its 
competitors (McWilliams & Siegel, 2001) and even an indicator of success. So, even 
though the main values of feminine societies, such as cooperation, preservation of the 
environment, or human welfare (Hofstede, 2001) are better aligned with the essence 
of CSP, this cultural dimension does not significantly affect the relation of CSP with 
corporate reputation.  
We also do not find that uncertainty avoidance moderates the relation 
between CSP and corporate reputation. Again, some values of low-uncertainty-
avoidance cultures may be aligned with CSP. Such cultures are open to change 
(Hofstede, 2001)—and CSP implies a change in the roles of companies in society 
(Williams, 2014) and increases the possibilities for innovation. Therefore, although 
having a high level of CSP may be a way to reduce the uncertainty because it develops 
trust of the different stakeholders with the company (e.g. Barnett, 2007; Tang et al., 
2015), it also supposes a challenge that involves a source of change. Because national 
cultures with both low and high uncertainty avoidance may favor CSP, the effect of 
this dimension is not significant.  
This paper makes three main contributions to the literature. First, it 
contributes to the literature on corporate reputation, by adding new evidence for the 
positive relation between CSP and corporate reputation. Second, it confirms that this 
relation is not equal across national cultures: power distance and individualism affect 
the intensity of the relation between CSP and corporate reputation. Third, it provides 
new evidence that institutional factors (specifically, culture) condition stakeholder 
expectations about companies’ future behaviors. Our results also validate Hofstede’s 
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(1980) scores, because the results using the updated scores provided by Tara et al. 
(2012) are similar.  
 
5.1 Limitations and Future Lines of Research 
Despite the fact that our paper adds new insights to prior research on corporate 
reputation, it is not exempt of limitations. First, the nature of the data required us to 
use OLS instead of a panel data method in order to include the largest possible range 
of countries. Second, all the companies that are included in the model are quoted 
firms, so results may not extend to small and unquoted firms. Third, we are conscious 
that a company’s CSP may differ across the countries where it operates. However, as 
we argue in section 3.2.2, owing to the global context in which companies work, this 
effect is impossible to isolate. Nevertheless, in order to control this effect at least 
partially, we included a dummy variable that indicates whether the company’s 
headquarters are in the country where we take its corporate reputation score.  
Our findings suggest new lines of research to address the relation between 
cultural context and corporate reputation. First, researchers may take into account 
separate dimensions of CSP and different stakeholder groups. Although, we have test 
using two different cultural score scales, there are other different cultural frameworks 
and future research may extend our analysis using them. Third, it would be interesting 
to analyze how national culture moderates the influence of other company signals on 
corporate reputation. Finally, future research may also study how corporate 
reputation is affected by the cultural distance between the home country and the host 
country. This distance may affect how the companies’ behaviors fit with host country 
stakeholders’ expectations. 
5.2 Managerial Implications  
This study also has relevant implications for managers. Specifically, our results 
suggest several elements that managers should take into account to manage corporate 
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reputation. First, practitioners have to understand that CSP is a strategic tool to 
reinforce the relation of the company with its stakeholders and to manage corporate 
reputation. Second, to use this tool, they have to take into account the company’s fit 
with the national culture in each country where it operates (Brammer & Pavelin, 
2006; Melo & Morgado, 2012). In this sense, the main implication of our paper 
highlights that culture is an important institutional factor that affects how 
stakeholders perceive companies’ social performance and therefore, its impact on 
corporate reputation across borders. Managers need to take into account the national 
culture of the countries where they operate. Specifically, it is necessary to pay 
attention to the levels of power distance and individualism in order to manage 










WHAT MATTERS TO A GOOD CORPORATE REPUTATION? 
PRACTICING AND REPORTING SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

                                                                                       Practicing and Reporting Social Responsibility 
 91 
WHAT MATTERS TO A GOOD CORPRORATE REPUTATION? PRACTICING 




Corporate social responsibility (CSR) performance 3 is one of the main drivers of 
corporate reputation. CSR reporting may moderate this relationship in two ways: first, 
it may enhance the firm’s credibility by reducing managers’ discretion over CSR; and 
second, it may increase the visibility of CSR actions beyond direct stakeholders. This 
chapter aims to analyze the impact of CSR performance on corporate reputation and 
to examine and the moderating effect of CSR reporting quality on this relation. 
Analyzing an international sample of 133 companies for the period 2011–2016, we 
show that good CSR performance and each of its dimensions (social, environmental, 
and economic) positively affect corporate reputation. We also find that good CSR 
reporting increases the intensity of the environmental and social performance effects 
on corporate reputation. These results provide a new perspective of the role CSR 
reporting quality on corporate reputation.  
 
 
Keywords: corporate reputation; corporate social responsibility performance; 





                                                 
3 We employ the term corporate social performance (CSP) in chapter three and CSR 
performance in chapter four as synonyms. We employed these different terms to 
address a reviewer suggestion. 
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Resumen 
La responsabilidad social corporativa (RSC) es uno de los principales impulsores de la 
reputación corporativa. La información de RSC divulgada por la empresa puede 
moderar esta relación de dos maneras: primero, puede favorecer la credibilidad de la 
empresa al reducir la discrecionalidad de los directivos sobre la RSC; y segundo, puede 
aumentar la visibilidad de las acciones de RSC más allá de los stakeholders 
directamente afectados. En este capítulo se analiza el impacto de la RSC en la 
reputación corporativa y se examina el efecto moderador de la calidad de la 
información de RSC divulgada en esta relación. Al analizar una muestra internacional 
de 133 empresas en el período comprendido entre 2011-2016, los resultados muestran 
que la RSC afecta positivamente a la reputación corporativa. Los resultados también 
revelan que la calidad de la información de RSC divulgada por la compañía aumenta 
la intensidad de los efectos de la responsabilidad social y ambiental de la empresa en 
la reputación corporativa. Estos resultados proporcionan una nueva perspectiva sobre 




Palabras clave: reputación corporativa, responsabilidad social corporativa, divulgación 











                                                                                       Practicing and Reporting Social Responsibility 
 93 
1. INTRODUCTION  
Research highlights corporate reputation as the company’s most important 
intangible asset (Hall, 1992, 1993) and a source of sustainable competitive advantage 
(Bergh et al., 2010; Roberts & Dowling, 2002; Shamsie, 2003). Good corporate 
reputation favors the relation of the company with its stakeholders. It attracts loyal 
customers who are willing to pay premium prices (Fombrun, 1996; Selnes, 1993; 
Villafañe, 2004; Walsh et al., 2009), attracts better job candidates and reduces 
turnover (Fombrun, 1996; Fombrun & Van Riel, 2004; Makarius et al., 2017; Roberts 
& Dowling, 2001; Stigler, 1962; Villafañe, 2004), and improves investors’ loyalty and 
access to finance under better conditions (Beatty & Ritter, 1986; Dowling, 2006a; 
Milgrom & Roberts, 1986b). Consequently, corporate reputation can affect firm value 
(Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Gregory, 1991; Roberts & Dowling, 2002). These findings 
have encouraged researchers to study the factors that favor corporate reputation 
(Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Delgado-García et al., 2010; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990). 
Among them, CSR performance has received special attention (e.g. Brammer & 
Pavelin, 2006; Hillenbrand & Money, 2009; Lai et al., 2010; Pfau et al., 2008; Stanaland 
et al., 2011; Surroca et al., 2010). In fact, many companies try to show high CSR 
performance to get stakeholders’ approval (Adams et al., 1998; Ozdora-Aksak & 
Atakan-Duman, 2016) in order to build and maintain their corporate reputation 
(Arikan et al., 2016; Lai et al., 2010). 
Corporate reputation is defined as the expectations of the different 
stakeholders about the company’s capacities to satisfy their interests (Fombrun, 2002; 
Waddock, 2000; Wartick, 1992). CSR performance affects the fulfillment of these 
interests and signals how a company may behave in the future (Brammer & Pavelin, 
2006; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990), and therefore may importantly affect corporate 
reputation. However, prior research proposes that this impact may not be the same 
according to different factors, such as industry or institutional context (Aqueveque et 
al., 2018; Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Gardberg & Fombrun, 2006; Melo & Morgado, 
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2012). Beyond these external factors, there could be internal factors that companies 
can manage to improve the effect of their CSR performance on corporate reputation. 
We focus on how CSR reporting quality may moderate the relation between CSR 
performance and corporate reputation. On one hand, CSR disclosure quality reduces 
managerial discretion over future CSR performance, improving its credibility (Brown-
Liburd et al., 2018). On the other hand, better CSR reporting enhances the visibility 
of CSR performance beyond the specific stakeholders involved in the firm’s CSR 
actions.  
These arguments provide new insights to the previous literature on the effect 
of CSR reporting on corporate reputation (Bebbington et al., 2008; Bhattacharyya, & 
Cummings, 2014; Clarke & Gibson‐Sweet, 1999; Hogan & Lodhia, 2011; 
Hooghiemstra, 2000; Perez, 2015), that has only tested the direct effect (Castelo-
Branco & Lima-Rodrigues, 2009; Espinosa & Trombetta, 2004; Hasseldine et al., 2005; 
Odriozola & Baraibar-Diez, 2017; Othman et al., 2011; Piechocki, 2004; Toms, 2002). 
In this sense, our study contributes to the existing empirical evidence that is scarce, 
heterogeneous, and inconclusive, and responds to suggestions about the need to 
address this relation from new perspectives (Golob et al., 2013; Perez, 2015). 
Our study uses new methodological approaches. First, we analyze the relation 
between CSR performance and corporate reputation both for overall performance and 
for its social, environmental, and economic dimensions, using the same methods for 
all of them. Second, since previous research has suggested endogeneity problems in 
the relations between CSR reporting and corporate reputation (Michelon, 2011; 
Perez, 2015) and between CSR performance and corporate reputation (Brammer & 
Pavelin, 2006), we employ a dynamic panel data analysis to control for these 
problems.  
The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. In the next section, we discuss 
the relation between CSR performance and corporate reputation from the agency-
stakeholder perspective and propose a hypothesis about the effect of CSR performance 
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on corporate reputation. In the third section, we propose that high-quality CSR 
reporting improves the impact of CSR performance on corporate reputation. The 
fourth and fifth sections focus on our method and results, respectively. The paper 
closes with our main conclusions, discussion, contributions, limitations, future lines 
of research, and managerial implications.  
 
2. CSR PERFORMANCE AND CORPORATE REPUTATION  
In agency-stakeholder theory (Cornell & Shapiro, 1987; Freeman, 1984; Hill & 
Jones, 1992), a company is a legal fiction (Jensen & Meckling, 1976) of explicit and 
implicit contractual relationships among different stakeholders or resource holders 
(Cornell & Shapiro, 1987; Hill & Jones, 1992), such as employees, suppliers, customers, 
shareholders, and society. CSR expands the company’s responsibility beyond 
shareholders’ profits to satisfy the implicit and explicit claims of all these stakeholders 
(Clarkson, 1995; Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Freeman, 1984; Shrivastava, 1995). CSR 
performance is just the company’s value distribution through concrete actions 
designed to satisfy these claims (De Quevedo-Puente et al., 2007; Jones, 1980; Rowley 
& Berman, 2000).  
Corporate reputation is the product of a legitimation process (Rao, 1994) in 
which different audiences observe the firm and use different informational cues or 
signals (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Spence, 1974) to build future expectations about a 
company to judge the company’s commitment to all stakeholders. One such signal is 
CSR performance (Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990). 
Stakeholders translate their perceptions of CSR performance into expectations about 
the company’s ability to meet their interests in the future, and these expectations 
constitute corporate reputation (Fombrun, 2002; Waddock, 2000; Wartick, 1992). 
Therefore, a high CSR performance results in a good corporate reputation (Logsdon 
& Wood, 2002). 
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Research supports the positive influence of CSR performance on corporate 
reputation (Brammer & Pavelin, 2004, 2006; Galbreath, 2010; Lai et al., 2010; ; Melo 
& Garrido-Morgado, 2012; Pfau et al., 2008; Rothenhoefer, 2018; Stanaland et al., 
2011; Surroca et al., 2010) and of each of the three dimensions of CSR performance: 
social (Brammer & Millington, 2005; Brammer & Pavelin, 2004, 2006; Fombrun & 
Shanley, 1990; Melo & Garrido-Morgado, 2012; Williams & Barrett, 2000), 
environmental (Brammer & Pavelin, 2004; Lin et al., 2016; Russo & Foust, 1997; Tang 
et al., 2012; Vergin & Qoronfleh,1998), and economic (Dunbar & Schwalbach, 2000; 
Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Hammond & Slocum, 1996; Roberts & Dowling, 2002; 
Rose & Thomsen, 2004). Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis:  
Hypothesis 1: Good CSR performance positively affects corporate reputation. 
 
3. CSR REPORTING QUALITY, CSR PERFORMANCE, AND CORPORATE 
REPUTATION  
CSR reporting provides information about a company’s social, environmental, 
and economic performance (Hodge et al., 2009). Traditionally, the requirement to 
report financial information focused only on shareholders. However, after several 
corporate scandals (Bartlett & Devin, 2011), demand for information on CSR is 
growing (Brown-Liburd et al., 2018; Deegan et al., 2002; Fombrun & Van Riel, 2004; 
Patten, 1991, 1992; Waddock & Googins, 2011; Walden & Schwartz, 1997). In fact, 
legal initiatives are beginning to appear that seek to promote CSR disclosure 
(Directive 2014/95/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 22 October 
2014). These demands have led companies to reveal more detailed and reliable social 
and environmental information.  
Many CSR activities are implicit contracts (Sacconi, 2007), and implicit claims 
are less enforceable than explicit ones (Cornell & Shapiro, 1987), allowing managerial 
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discretion. CSR reporting quality makes explicit how companies respond to implicit 
claims. High-quality CSR reporting reduces information asymmetries (e.g. Owen et 
al., 2000; Sierra-García et al., 2015) and allows stakeholders to supervise managerial 
decisions, cutting down managerial discretion (De La Fuente & Quevedo, 2003; Owen 
et al., 2000; Sierra-García et al., 2015). Such reporting enhances the commitment to 
maintain or even improve firm CSR performance in the future (Brown-Liburd et al., 
2018) and makes the company more accountable for achieving or exceeding that CSR 
performance. When a firm develops CSR actions, it generates expectations about the 
future firm’s behavior, but these expectations are more credible if the firm discloses 
information about those previous actions. Even if CSR reporting discloses negative 
data about the firm’s behavior, this disclosure generates an implicit promise from the 
company to improve. Thus, CSR reporting quality strengthens the expectations 
generated by CSR performance.  
Furthermore, not easily visible CSR actions can contribute to corporate 
reputation only through the perceptions of the stakeholders affected. High-quality 
CSR reporting makes the company’s actions more visible to audiences beyond the 
stakeholders directly affected (Cormier & Gordon, 2001). 
These arguments offer an alternative approach to previous research that has 
focused on the relation between CSR reporting and corporate reputation (Bebbington 
et al., 2008; Bhattacharyya & Cummings, 2014; Clarke & Gibson‐Sweet, 1999; Hogan 
& Lodhia, 2011; Hooghiemstra, 2000; Perez, 2015). Previous research has tested the 
positive direct relation between CSR reporting quality and corporate reputation using 
different measures of quality of reporting (e.g. CSR information quantity, the indexes 
provided by accounting magazines, rating methods for disclosures, the level of 
adoption of standards and assurance reports) and different measures of corporate 
reputation (Castelo-Branco & Lima-Rodrigues, 2009; Espinosa & Trombetta, 2004; 
Hasseldine et al., 2005; Odriozola & Baraibar-Diez, 2017; Othman et al., 2011; Toms, 
2002). However, Piechocki (2004) does not find a significant positive correlation 
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between the transparency of CSR reporting (measured as a combination of linguistic, 
thematic, and depth indicators) and corporate reputation. Because this literature is 
still scarce, uses heterogeneous measures, and shows inconclusive evidence, new 
research is needed (Golob et al., 2013; Perez, 2015). The credibility and visibility 
arguments lead us to suggest that:  
Hypothesis 2: High-quality CSR reporting intensifies the relation between CSR 
performance and corporate reputation. 
Figure 4.1 summarizes our hypotheses. 




4. RESEARCH METHODS  
4.1 Sample 
To test our hypotheses, we use a sample of 133 companies from nine different 
countries (Germany, Belgium, Denmark, France, Ireland, South Africa, Sweden, 
Switzerland, and the United Kingdom) across six years, from 2011 to 2016 (612 
observations). To conduct a longitudinal analysis, we select listed companies that are 
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included in the RepTrak® Pulse reputational rankings for at least five consecutive 
years, and in the environmental, social, and governance (ESG) scores reported by the 
Thomson Reuters Eikon™ database. The panel is unbalanced because not all firms in 
our sample are included in the RepTrak® Pulse reputational ranking for the full 
seven-year period. 
 
4.2 Method  
Because present values of corporate reputation may be conditioned by previous 
values, we use a dynamic panel data analysis; the system generalized method of 
moments (GMM) (Arellano & Bover, 1995; Blundell & Bond, 1998). The system GMM 
estimator has a number of advantages. It controls for the possible endogeneity of 
explanatory variables and also avoids unobservable constant heterogeneity arising 
from the specific features of each firm that remain over time. This estimation 
approach also allows us to introduce more instruments than do other GMM 
estimators, improving efficiency. The validity of GMM estimates depends on the 
absence of second-order serial autocorrelation in the residuals and on the validity of 
the instruments analyzed; first-order serial correlations are significant by 
construction. For this reason, we report a second-order serial correlation test and a 
Hansen test for overidentifying restrictions that checks the validity of the instruments 
selected. These conditions are met in all our analyses. Finally, to avoid overfitting 
biases and weak Hansen tests derived from the use of numerous instruments, we 
reduce the lags available for instruments, and we collapse the instruments (Roodman, 
2009).  
To compare the predictive power of the independent and moderator variables 
over the control variables, we use the procedure suggested by Aiken & West (1991). 
In the first step, we enter the independent variables to test Hypothesis 1. In the second 
step, we enter the moderator variables to test Hypothesis 2. To minimize the effects 
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of multicollinearity, we perform regression analyses with standardized independent 
variables (Aiken & West, 1991). 
4.3 Variables 
Dependent Variable: Corporate Reputation  
We obtain corporate reputation information from all RepTrak® Pulse ranking 
reports on the Reputation Institute website (www.reputationinstitute.com). This 
index provides scores for the best-reputed companies in more than 20 countries. 
Several studies validate its methods (Fombrun et al., 2015; Ponzi et al., 2011), which 
have been used in previous research (Deephouse et al., 2016; Fombrun & Pan, 2006; 
Mandelli & Cantoni, 2010; Othman et al., 2011). Each year the Reputation Institute 
measures the reputations of thousands of the world’s most prestigious companies. 
RepTrak® measures a company’s ability to deliver on stakeholder expectations across 
the seven key rational dimensions of reputation: products and services, innovation, 
workplace, governance, citizenship, leadership, and performance. The Reputation 
Institute collects the data annually using online surveys. The construct is based on 
four elements: admiration and respect, recognized reputation, good impression, and 
trust. The respondents are a random sample of the population stratified by age and 
gender in each year and each country. To facilitate international, interindustry 
comparisons, the Reputational Institute publishes statistically adjusted data. The 
overall score for each firm, on a scale of up to 100 points, averages 100 or more 
responses from people who are familiar with the firm (Asher, 2004). 
Independent Variables: CSR Performance Measures 
We analyze both the overall CSR performance effect and the impacts of 
specific dimensions (social, environmental, and economic performance) to avoid 
hidden heterogeneous dimension effects within the global result. Social, 
environmental, and economic performance data come from Thomson Reuters 
Eikon™, one of the most comprehensive ESG databases in the industry, covering over 
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6,000 public companies across more than 400 different ESG metrics. Eikon™ ESG 
scores have been employed in recent research (e.g. Garcia et al., 2017; Jitmaneeroj, 
2017). Thomson Reuters Eikon™ ESG scores enhance and replace the existing 
ASSET4 ratings widely used in previous research (e.g. Cheng et al., 2014; Luo et al., 
2015; Maniora, 2017). More than 150 analysts process the ESG measures manually for 
each company to standardize the information and guarantee that it is comparable 
across the entire range of companies. The social performance score is based on four 
categories (workforce, human rights, community, and product responsibility). The 
environmental performance score is based on three categories (environmental 
resource use, emissions, and innovation). Economic performance is measured as 
return on equity (e.g. Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990). Overall 
CSR performance is the average of the three performance measures (social, 
environmental, and economic). 
Moderator Variable: CSR Reporting Quality 
High-quality CSR reporting enhances the credibility of the information 
disclosed (Gray, 2000; Martínez-Ferrero et al., 2013; Odriozola & Baraibar-Diez, 
2017). Toms (2002) suggests that quantifiable and verifiable disclosure is perceived to 
be of higher quality. Although several indicators have been used to measure CSR 
reporting quality; there is no agreed-upon indicator (Van der Laan Smith Adhikari, & 
Tondkar, 2005). 
We measure CSR reporting quality with an ESG score provided by Thomson 
Reuters Eikon™. Table 4.1 lists the components of this measure, which “reflects a 
company’s practices to communicate that it integrates the economic (financial), social 
and environmental dimensions into its day-to-day decision-making processes” 
(Thomson Reuters Eikon, 2016). We consider the score to be a good proxy of CSR 
reporting quality because it combines the amount of CSR information reported, the 
level of integration of the reporting, and the use of standards and control mechanisms 
in the CSR reporting process.  
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Table 4.1 CSR reporting quality measure 
Item Name Item Description 
CSR Sustainability Committee Does the company have a CSR committee or team? 
Integrated Strategy in MD&A Does the company explicitly integrate financial and extra-
financial factors in its management discussion and analysis 
(MD&A) section in the annual report? 
Global Compact Has the company signed the UN Global Compact? 
Stakeholder Engagement Does the company explain how it engages with its 
stakeholders? 
CSR Sustainability Reporting Does the company publish a separate 
CSR/H&S/Sustainability report or publish a section in its 
annual report on CSR/H&S/Sustainability? 
GRI Report Guidelines Is the company's CSR report published in accordance with 
the GRI guidelines? 
CSR Sustainability Report Global Activities Does the company's extra-financial report take into account 
the global activities of the company? 
CSR Sustainability External Audit Does the company have an external auditor of its 
CSR/H&S/Sustainability report? 
CSR Sustainability External Audit Name The name of the external auditor of the sustainability 
report. 
ESG Reporting Scope The percentage of the company’s activities covered in its 
Environmental and Social reporting. 
 
Source: Thomson Reuters Eikon™ 2016. 
  
Most items of this measure (Table 4.1) have been employed by previous 
researchers as measures of CSR reporting quality or reporting integration indicators 
or as being a factor of CSR reporting quality. Amran et al. (2014) find that the presence 
of a CSR committee is positively associated with the quality of sustainability reporting. 
Chen and Bouvain (2009) show that the UN Global Compact influences the quantity 
of information disclosed in CSR reports. Several studies have measured whether the 
report uses the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) sustainability reporting framework 
(e.g. Fernandez-Gago et al., 2018; Lys et al., 2015; Michelon et al., 2015). Hodge et al. 
(2009) find that the credibility of a sustainability report is improved by the provision 
of an assurance statement and by the type of assurance practitioner. Odriozola and 
Baraibar-Diez (2017) use an indicator based on the adoption of standards (GRI among 
them) and the level of assurance as CSR reporting quality measure. Studies have also 
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used the number of items disclosed by the firm as a proxy of corporate disclosure 
quality (Adams et al., 1998; Michelon et al., 2015). Finally, some studies use the “level 
of integration of strategy in management discussion and analysis” item as a measure 
of the integration of the report (Serafeim, 2015). 
To minimize the effects of multicollinearity, in calculating the interaction 
effects we multiply the standardized values of environmental performance, social 
performance, and economic performance by the standardized value of CSR reporting 
quality (Aiken & West, 1991). Thus, we include the independents variables to the 
model with their standardized values. 
Control Variables 
We use seven control variables traditional in corporate reputation research: 
the lag of corporate reputation, company size, company age, leverage, country, 
industry, and year. We include reputation in the previous period (Delgado et al., 2010; 
Rothenhoefer, 2018) as a control variable because corporate reputation accumulates 
slowly (Fombrun, 1996; Schultz et al., 2001). Ample empirical evidence suggests that 
larger firms have better corporate reputations (e.g. Cordeiro & Sambharya, 1997; 
Deephouse, 1997; Dunbar & Schwalbach, 2000; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990). We 
measure firm size as the natural logarithm of total revenues (Patten, 2002; Roberts, 
1992). Large firms, being more visible in markets, are expected to be more closely 
examined by different audiences and, therefore, to limit expropriation in order to 
build and retain a good corporate reputation. Smaller companies, which may go 
unnoticed in the market, are expected to be less scrutinized and therefore less careful 
in the distribution of firm value, and thus less well reputed. Although the empirical 
literature shows ambiguous findings about the influence of firm age on corporate 
reputation (Rao, 1994; Schultz et al., 2001), we use firm age because corporate 
reputation accumulates slowly (Fombrun, 1996; Schultz et al., 2001). Companies in 
business through long periods of market supervision can be expected to have 
maintained stakeholders’ satisfaction, so that stakeholders extrapolate from previous 
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behaviors to generate expectations about future behavior (Weizsacker, 1980). We 
include leverage, measured as the debt-to-assets ratio, because it has been employed 
in previous research on corporate reputation (e.g. Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; McGuire 
et al., 1988; Smith et al., 2010). High leverage may threaten future returns and thus 
corporate reputation. We include a country dummy because stakeholders’ 
expectations differ depending on the institutional context (Gardberg & Fombrun, 
2006). Finally, we control for industry and year using dummy variables. We obtain 
company age through an Internet search. Company size, return on equity, leverage, 
and industry come from the Thomson Reuters Eikon™ data set. 
 
5. RESULTS  
Table 4.2 reports the descriptive statistics analysis and the correlation matrix. 
Table 4.3 provides the results of panel data analyses. Models 1, 3, 5, and 7 report the 
overall CSR performance effect and social, environmental, and economic effects, 
respectively. Models 2, 4, 6, and 8 include the effects on corporate reputation of 
interactions between CSR reporting quality and overall CSR, social, environmental, 
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Models 1 and 2 show the results for the analyses of CSR performance (overall 
score) on corporate reputation. CSR performance has a positive and significant effect 
on corporate reputation in both model 1 (p<0.01) and model 2 (p<0.01). Furthermore, 
in model 2, the coefficient of the interactive effect of CSR performance (overall score) 
and CSR reporting quality is positive and significant (p<0.05). In models 3 and 4, the 
coefficient for social performance is positive and significant (p<0.05), indicating that 
social performance is positively related to corporate reputation. In model 4, the 
coefficient for the interactive effect of social performance and CSR reporting quality 
is significant and positive (p<0.05), indicating that CSR reporting quality moderates 
the relation between social performance and corporate reputation. In models 5 and 6, 
the coefficient for environmental performance is positive and significant (p<0.01). 
Model 6 confirms that the interaction between environmental performance and CSR 
reporting quality positively and significantly affects corporate reputation (p<0.1). This 
result suggests that CSR reporting quality moderates the relation between 
environmental performance and corporate reputation. In models 7 and 8, the 
coefficient for the effect of economic performance on corporate reputation is positive 
and significant (p<0.05). However, model 8 shows no significant interactive effect of 
economic performance and CSR reporting quality. In sum, our results confirm 
Hypothesis 1 and partially confirm Hypothesis 2. Furthermore, the results show no 
direct and significant effect of CSR reporting quality on corporate reputation (models 
1–8).  
 
6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS  
Our results based on an international sample of firms for six years show that 
CSR performance and each of its dimensions—social, environmental, and economic 
performance—positively affect corporate reputation. These results are in line with 
previous studies that show a relation between CSR performance and corporate 
reputation (Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Galbreath, 2010; Hur et al., 2014; Lai et al., 
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2010; Melo & Garrido-Morgado, 2012; Pfau et al., 2008; Rothenhoefer, 2018; 
Stanaland et al., 2011; Surroca et al., 2010) and specifically the positive effects of good 
social (Brammer & Millington, 2005; Brammer & Pavelin, 2004, 2006; Fombrun & 
Shanley, 1990; Melo & Garrido-Morgado, 2012; Williams & Barrett, 2000), 
environmental (Brammer & Pavelin, 2004; Lin et al., 2016; Russo & Foust, 1997; Tang 
et al., 2012; Vergin & Qoronfleh, 1998), and economic performance (Dunbar & 
Schwalbach, 2000; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Hammond & Slocum, 1996; Roberts & 
Dowling, 2002a; Rose & Thomsen, 2004). These results show that CSR performance 
is an appropriate tool to manage corporate reputation (McWilliams & Siegel, 2011).  
Our main finding shows that CSR reporting quality positively moderates this 
relation. However, when we examine the influence of specific CSR performance 
dimensions, we find that the effect is significant in the cases of social and 
environmental performance but not in the case of economic performance. These 
results provide a new perspective for the role of CSR reporting quality on corporate 
reputation. Whereas previous research focuses on the direct impact of CSR reporting 
quality on corporate reputation (Castelo-Branco & Lima-Rodrigues, 2009; Espinosa & 
Trombetta, 2004; Hasseldine et al., 2005; Odriozola & Baraibar-Diez, 2017; Othman 
et al., 2011; Toms, 2002), we argue that CSR reporting quality strengthens the effect 
of CSR performance on corporate reputation, thought two-fold effect: First CSR 
reporting quality reduces managerial discretion improving CSR performance 
credibility; second, it increasing CSR performance visibility beyond the stakeholders 
involved in a single CSR action.  
However, we do not find that CSR reporting quality moderates the relation 
between economic performance and corporate reputation. This result may be due to 
differences in media attention and in legal requirements between CSR and financial 
reporting. It is difficult for audiences not engaged in the specific actions to know a 
company’s daily social and environmental performance except through CSR 
reporting. In contrast, the media regularly update stakeholders on the company’s 
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economic performance, and the legal requirements for financial accounting and 
auditing give credibility to financial reporting.  
Our finding of no direct relation between CSR reporting quality and corporate 
reputation contradicts some previous studies (e.g. Espinosa & Trombetta, 2004; 
Hasseldine et al., 2005; Odriozola & Baraibar-Diez, 2017). However, these studies do 
not control for the effect of CSR performance on corporate reputation. As CSR 
performance and CSR reporting are highly positively correlated, the direct effect may 
be an effect of CSR performance rather than of CSR reporting. In addition, not all 
previous literature finds support for this relation (Piechocki, 2004). Therefore, our 
result suggests that the effect of CSR reporting quality on corporate reputation is 
conditioned by CSR performance.  
This study extends previous research in several ways. First, we provide 
additional empirical evidence on the relation between CSR performance and 
corporate reputation both for overall performance and for its social, environmental, 
and economic dimensions. By using a dynamic panel data analysis, we avoid problems 
of endogeneity between CSR performance and corporate reputation and thus improve 
on methods employed by previous research. Further, we challenge the direct effect of 
CSR reporting quality on corporate reputation and instead propose a moderating 
effect, which we test through a longitudinal dynamic analysis that avoids problems of 
endogeneity between CSR reporting and corporate reputation (Michelon, 2011; 
Perez, 2015). Thus, we contribute to both the corporate reputation and the CSR 
accountability literatures.  
We are conscious of several limitations to this study. First, the sample consists 
of large companies, so our results may not hold for small or medium companies. 
Furthermore, because we use an aggregate measure of CSR reporting quality, our 
models do not account for the effect of reporting quality of each item of CSR reporting 
quality in the relation between CSR performance on corporate reputation. Future 
research may analyze each of the items that compose the measure.  
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Future research may also study how different national and supranational 
legislative initiatives affect stakeholders’ expectations about CSR reporting, and 
whether CSR reporting has different effects on different groups of stakeholders. It 
could also be interesting to test whether the moderation effect analyzed in our study 
varies across industries. 
Our findings point to several managerial implications. First, managers should 
consider CSR actions as a tool to improve and manage corporate reputation. Second, 
managers should be aware of the importance of developing a CSR reporting strategy 
that gathers all the company’s actions and initiatives in relation to its multiple 
stakeholder groups to achieve the best impact of CSR actions on corporate reputation. 
Third, managers should promote the quality of nonfinancial information disclosure to 
highlight the company’s commitment to its stakeholders and to make its actions more 
credible and visible. Finally, our results suggest that managers should clearly 
understand that CSR disclosure is determined primarily by CSR actions: CSR 


















The way travelled throughout this PhD thesis has allowed us to deepen on the 
antecedents of corporate reputation, placing a special emphasis on tools that allow a 
scope of action by company managers for managing this relevant intangible asset. In 
the following lines we present the main results and conclusions, as well as the main 
contributions both to previous academic literature and to the field of management, 
limitations of the studies and future lines of research. 
The literature review in chapter one reveals the existence of a circular 
relationship between the firm’s profitability and its corporate reputation. Firstly, 
reputation favors the cooperation of stakeholders with the company, providing a 
series of advantages that favor the firm’s profitability. Secondly, this superior 
profitability provides greater resources to the company, which increases the firm's 
ability to meet the expectations of its stakeholders, and in turn, corporate reputation. 
The circular relationship presented in this chapter justifies the study of the 
antecedents of corporate reputation. In this sense, the results presented in chapters, 
two, three and four support the importance of two key tools for managing this asset: 
ERM and CSP. 
The second chapter analyzes ERM as an instrument for managing corporate 
reputation, from both a theoretical and an empirical perspective. Our results show 
that firms with higher quality ERM systems have a better corporate reputation 
(Gatzert, 2015; Gatzert & Schmit, 2016; Power et al., 2009; Tonello, 2007). Firms with 
high-quality ERM systems are able to satisfy the interests and expectations of their 
stakeholders and therefore consolidate corporate reputation because ERM systems 
force companies to behave as stakeholders expect. These results support prior 
literature and consulting firms’ arguments that ERM systems are valuable for 
managing corporate reputation. In addition, results confirm that audit committee 
independence improves ERM system quality. Our findings also support the idea that 
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audit committee independence influences corporate reputation through the ERM 
system (a mediated effect). This result suggests that audit committees with a greater 
proportion of independent members exercise more effective control over the 
company's risk management policy, and that this is translated into a better corporate 
reputation. This conclusion is consistent with previous literature that demonstrates 
the importance of audit committee independence when it comes to achieving greater 
effectiveness (e.g. Abbott et al., 2004; Zaman et al., 2011). Our research also shows 
that the level of education of the independent members of the committee improves 
the quality of the ERM system, but does not affect corporate reputation. Finally, in 
addition to the effect of the independence of the audit committee on corporate 
reputation mediated by its impact on the ERM system, results show that audit 
committee independence also directly affects corporate reputation. This result reflects 
that a greater independence of the audit committee is perceived as a signal of the 
company (Spence, 1974) that improves the expectations of the stakeholders on the 
ability of the firm to create and distribute value. 
The results presented in chapters three and four support the importance of CSP 
as a key tool for the management of corporate reputation. Specifically, the results 
obtained confirm a positive relationship between CSP and corporate reputation, both 
in the models that include a single variable obtained from the aggregation of the 
different dimensions (social, environmental and economic), as well as in the models 
which include each dimension separately. These results are consistent with previous 
literature (e.g. Brammer & Pavelin, 2004, 2006; Dunbar & Schwalbach, 2000; 
Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Galbreath, 2010; Lai et al., 2010; Melo & Garrido-Morgado, 
2012; Surroca et al., 2010; Vergin & Qoronfleh, 1998) and state that, indeed, a high 
CSP is a signal that generates positive expectations about the firm’s future behavior. 
As previous literature suggests, the results obtained in chapters three and four 
show the existence of factors that affect the intensity of the relationship between CSP 
and corporate reputation (Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Melo & Morgado, 2012; 
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Gardberg & Fombrun, 2006). The studies presented in these chapters confirm that 
national culture and CSR reporting quality are moderating factors of this relationship. 
Indeed, our results presented in chapter three confirm that the cultural dimensions 
proposed by Hofstede (1980) –power distance and individualism– negatively affect 
the intensity of the impact of CSP on corporate reputation. This suggest that, in low 
power distance cultures whose values are linked to equality among the different social 
groups, the impact of CSP on corporate reputation is higher in comparison with large 
power distance cultures, where inequalities between different groups of individuals 
are tolerated. It also supports the hypothesis that in collectivist countries, where there 
is a strong feeling of belonging to society, the impact of CSP on corporate reputation 
is higher in comparison to individualistic cultures. These results highlight the role of 
culture in the perception and assessment of a firms’ CSP, and, consequently, the role 
of culture when stakeholders from different contexts generate their expectations 
about the firm. 
Results reported in chapter four show a positive moderating effect of the 
quality of CSR information disclosed, in the relation between CSP and corporate 
reputation. This result suggests that the quality of the CSR information issued by the 
companies favors the credibility and visibility of their CSP. Most of the CSR involves 
implicit aspects of the company's relations with its participants, which tend to imply 
a lower enforceability compared to explicit aspects, allowing greater managerial 
discretion. In this sense, the quality of CSR reporting reduces information 
asymmetries and managerial discretion, which increases the credibility of the 
expectations generated by the CSP carried out by the company. It also increases the 
visibility of its social responsible actions among groups of stakeholders not directly 
affected by company's specific actions. Therefore, the quality of the CSR reporting 
increases the impact of CSP on corporate reputation. The disaggregated analysis 
reveals that this moderating effect is significant when analyzing the social and 
environmental dimensions of CSP. In the case of the economic dimension, results do 
not confirm this moderating effect. The absence of this impact may be due to the fact 
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that stakeholders have other sources of financial information. The media periodically 
updates information regarding the firm's economic performance, in such a way that 
it is widely available by numerous audiences. In contrast, sometimes it is difficult to 
perceive the daily social and environmental performance of a company for those who 
do not participate in these specific actions. In addition, unlike CSR reports, the legal 
requirements of the audit and financial accounting process provide greater credibility 
to financial reports. Additionally, results do not show a direct effect between the 
quality of the CSR reports and corporate reputation. This result is consistent with 
those obtained by Piechocki (2004), although it is true that it contrasts with much of 
previous research (Espinosa & Trombetta, 2004; Hasseldine et al., 2005; Odriozola & 
Baraibar-Diez, 2017). These differences may be due to a methodological aspect since 
the analyses of these previous studies do not control for the effect of the firm's CSP. 
Because the quality of the CSR information disclosed and CSP have a high positive 
correlation, the direct effect could be explained by the CSP itself, rather than by an 
effect of CSR disclosure. 
Taking into account the literature review and the results of our analyses, we 
can highlight that this PhD thesis makes relevant reflections and contributes to 
different areas of academic research in management and business administration. 
First, in relation to the literature on corporate reputation, this PhD thesis deepens 
into the analysis of its determinants by examining tools and key factors for its 
management. Specifically, we develop arguments and empirically evidence the effect 
of the quality of the ERM system on corporate reputation. Another contribution is 
the development of a measure for the quality of the ERM systems, which enabled to 
test this effect. Second, it confirms the importance of CSP as a determinant of 
corporate reputation, and reveals how certain factors, both external (national cultural 
profile) and internal to the organization (the quality of CSR reporting), can affect the 
intensity of this relationship. Regarding the previous literature about the influence of 
institutional environment in the company, this study reveals the impact of national 
culture on the individuals’ perceptions and, therefore, on the expectations of 
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stakeholders in different national environments regarding the future companies’ 
behaviors. Regarding literature on non-financial disclosure, this PhD thesis provides 
an alternative approach to prior literature, and proposes a moderating effect of the 
quality of CSR information disclosed in the relation between CSR and corporate 
reputation. Finally, our study also contributes to the corporate governance literature 
and, in particular, to the literature that has analyzed the determinants of the 
effectiveness of the audit committee, highlighting the importance of independence 
and the level of education of its members.  
Although this PhD thesis advances in different fields, we are aware of its 
limitations. First, all the empirical analyses are based on samples containing large 
listed companies, so our conclusions cannot be generalized for companies of medium 
and small size. In particular, and in relation to the study presented in chapter two, the 
lack of availability of data related to corporate reputation of all Spanish listed 
companies conditions the censored nature of the dependent variable and, therefore, 
the methodology used in the statistical analysis. In turn, the availability of the data 
about the educational background of the members of the audit committee in 
Corporate Governance Reports are limited to independent directors. Therefore, we 
have only analyzed the background characteristics of this type of directors. In relation 
to chapter three, the main limitation refers to the nature of the data. Specifically, due 
to the different years available with corporate reputation data for the countries 
analyzed, we decided to use a sample that covered the largest number of observations 
available for a largest number of countries that lead us to employ ordinary least 
squares instead of a panel data methodology. In addition, although the empirical 
analysis uses a single measure of CSR that brings together the firms’ actions in all the 
geographical contexts in which it operates, we are aware that the intensity of the CSR 
of a company may not be homogeneous in all the countries where it is present. 
However, it is impossible to isolate the impact of the company's CSR in each country 
where it is present, since there is a constant interrelation due to the current global 
context. Stakeholders perceive signals that come from outside their national borders, 
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which affect their expectations. The main limitation of chapter four is a consequence 
of the use of an aggregate measure of the quality of the CSR reporting, since our 
empirical analysis does not take into account the effect of the different dimensions 
that make up our measure and the relative importance of each of them. Therefore, 
new studies may perform a separate analysis of the effect of the different dimensions 
that make up our measure of the quality of CSR reporting. 
The results described in this PhD thesis suggest new lines of future research. 
From a general approach, new studies should focus on the search and analysis of new 
tools for corporate reputation management, as well as deepen into the analysis of 
instruments that already have a recognized impact in the previous literature to 
achieve a more effective implementation. Secondly, because ERM promotes a 
balanced distribution of the risks of the company and, therefore, favors a balanced 
distribution of value among all the different stakeholders, it would be relevant to 
analyze the effect of risk management in order to achieve a high CSP. As a 
consequence, the analysis of the role of CSP as a possible mediator between ERM and 
corporate reputation is also suggested. In addition, future research can deepen into 
the study of reputational risks to get a better understanding. Future research may also 
analyze if certain characteristics of the audit committee reduce the number of crises 
in which companies are involved through their role in risk management. Besides, 
because the analysis presented in chapter two is based on a sample of a country with 
a civil law legal system, it is suggested to replicate the study in a common law context, 
since previous research highlights the differences in relation to the ownership 
structures and governance mechanism. In relation to the analysis of the impact of the 
institutional context, on the one hand, since there are other cultural frameworks 
different from Hofstede (1980), future research has the opportunity to repeat the 
study using other cultural approaches. On the other hand, future research may 
examine the possible impact of cultural distance between the home country of 
company and the country where it is located, on corporate reputation. In relation to 
the quality of the CSR information disclosed, the door is left open to delve into the 
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possible impact of the different legislative initiatives that are emerging in national and 
supranational contexts, on the expectations of the different stakeholder groups. 
Future analyses may study the influence of the quality of the CSR information 
disclosed in relation to the expectations of each group of stakeholders, in order to 
evaluate if the effects vary across groups. Future research could analyze if the industry 
affects the expectations about CSR reporting quality since industry may conditions 
the level of demand regarding this information. 
Finally, this PhD thesis makes important recommendations for managers and 
practitioners. First, it highlights the importance of maintaining high quality ERM 
systems, since they are a useful tool to manage and strengthen corporate reputation. 
Second, it reflects how important is that boards of directors select independent 
members with high levels of education for the audit committee, in order to improve 
the companies’ ERM systems and corporate reputation. This thesis also underlines the 
importance of CSP as a key tool for the management of corporate reputation and 
shows that both the cultural context in which the company operates and its CSR 
reporting strategy affect the intensity of the impact of CSR on corporate reputation. 
In this sense, when analyzing the effectiveness of their CSR strategy as a tool for 
managing corporate reputation, managers and practitioners must consider the cultural 
profile of the country where the company operates and follow a strategy of CSR 
disclosure quality that favors a greater impact on the reputation of the company. 
Despite its limitations, in this PhD thesis we have tried to provide some light 
to questions previously raised, both by the existing literature, and by managers, in 
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CONCLUSIONES GENERALES 
El camino recorrido a través de esta tesis doctoral nos ha permitido profundizar 
en el conocimiento de antecedentes de la reputación corporativa, haciendo un especial 
énfasis en herramientas que permiten un margen de actuación a los órganos de 
decisión de la empresa para la gestión de este activo intangible tan importante. En las 
siguientes líneas presentamos los resultados más relevantes y las principales 
conclusiones, así como, las principales aportaciones tanto a la literatura académica 
previa como al campo de la gestión, limitaciones de los estudios y futuras líneas de 
investigación que se plantean.  
De forma específica, la revisión de la literatura recogida en el primer capítulo, 
revela la existencia de una relación circular entre la rentabilidad de la empresa y la 
reputación corporativa. En primer lugar, dado que la reputación favorece la 
cooperación de los stakeholders con la empresa, proporciona una serie de ventajas que 
se traducen de forma positiva en la rentabilidad de la empresa. En segundo lugar, esta 
rentabilidad superior, proporciona mayores recursos a la empresa, lo que favorece la 
capacidad de la empresa a la hora de satisfacer las expectativas de sus stakeholders. 
Esta relación circular presentada en este primer capítulo justifica el estudio de los 
factores que favorecen la reputación corporativa. En este sentido, los resultados 
presentados en los capítulos segundo, tercero y cuarto, avalan la importancia de dos 
herramientas clave para la gestión de este activo: la GRE y la RSC.  
Concretamente, en el capítulo segundo se aborda, desde un enfoque tanto 
teórico como empírico, el análisis de la GRE como instrumento para la gestión de la 
reputación corporativa. Nuestros resultados indican que las empresas que cuentan con 
sistemas de gestión de riesgos de mayor calidad tienen una mejor reputación 
corporativa (Gatzert, 2015; Gatzert y Schmit, 2016; Power et al., 2009; Tonello, 2007). 
Estos resultados nos sugieren que, efectivamente, los sistemas de GRE ayudan a 
controlar y gestionar los riesgos de la empresa, lo que favorece la consecución de los 
objetivos y una distribución equilibrada del valor creado. Es decir, una buena gestión 
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de riesgos en la empresa facilita que esta se comporte acorde con las expectativas de 
sus stakeholders, y, por ende, ayuda a la consolidación de su reputación. Este resultado 
avala lo sugerido por las grandes consultoras y por la literatura académica previa sobre 
la importancia de la gestión de riesgos a la hora de fortalecer una buena reputación 
corporativa. Asimismo, los resultados de los análisis ponen de manifiesto que las 
características del comité de auditoría influyen en la calidad del sistema de GRE y, 
finalmente, en la reputación corporativa, a través del efecto mediador de la GRE. Este 
resultado nos indica que los comités de auditoría con mayor proporción de miembros 
independientes, ejercen un control más efectivo en la política de gestión de riesgos de 
la empresa y, que esto, a su vez, se traduce en una mejor reputación de la empresa. 
Esta conclusión es coherente con la literatura previa que evidencia la importancia de 
la independencia del comité de auditoría a la hora de lograr una mayor eficacia en el 
desempeño de sus funciones (v.g. Abbott et al., 2004; Zaman et al., 2011). Nuestra 
investigación también muestra que el nivel de educación formal de los miembros 
independientes del comité, mejora la calidad del sistema GRE, aunque no la 
reputación corporativa. Por último, además del efecto mediado de la independencia 
del comité de auditoría en la reputación corporativa a través de su impacto en la GRE, 
los resultados revelan que la independencia del comité de auditoría también afecta de 
forma directa a la reputación corporativa. Este resultado refleja que una mayor 
independencia del comité de auditoría es percibida como una señal (Spence, 1974) que 
mejora las expectativas de los stakeholders sobre la capacidad de la empresa para crear 
y distribuir valor.  
Los resultados presentados en los capítulos tercero y cuarto, reafirman la 
importancia de la RSC como una herramienta clave para la gestión de la reputación 
corporativa. Específicamente, los resultados obtenidos revelan una relación positiva 
entre la RSC y la reputación corporativa, tanto en los modelos que incluyen una única 
variable fruto de la agregación de las diferentes dimensiones que la componen (social, 
medioambiental y económica), como de los modelos en los que se incluyen las 
dimensiones de forma desagregada. Estos resultados son consistentes con la literatura 
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previa (v.g. Brammer y Pavelin, 2004, 2006; Dunbar y Schwalbach, 2000; Fombrun y 
Shanley, 1990; Galbreath, 2010; Lai et al., 2010; Melo y Garrido-Morgado, 2012; 
Surroca et al., 2010; Vergin & Qoronfleh, 1998) y manifiestan que, efectivamente, un 
alta RSC es una señal que genera expectativas positivas sobre el comportamiento 
futuro de la empresa.  
Además, tal y como sugiere la literatura previa, los resultados obtenidos en los 
capítulos tercero y cuarto, demuestran la existencia de factores que afectan a la 
intensidad de la relación entre la RSC y la reputación corporativa (Brammer y Pavelin, 
2006; Melo y Morgado, 2012; Gardberg y Fombrun, 2006). Los estudios presentados 
en sendos capítulos confirman que el perfil cultural nacional y la calidad de la 
información de RSC divulgada por la empresa son factores moderadores de dicha 
relación. Efectivamente, los resultados del capítulo tercero revelan que las 
dimensiones culturales grado de distancia al poder y nivel de individualismo afectan 
negativamente a la intensidad del impacto de la RSC en la reputación corporativa. Esto 
indica, en primer lugar, que, en culturas con un perfil de baja distancia al poder, cuyos 
valores están vinculados con la igualdad de derechos entre las clases sociales, el 
impacto de la RSC en la reputación corporativa es superior en comparación con 
culturas con un perfil de mayor distancia al poder, donde las desigualdades entre los 
diferentes grupos de individuos son toleradas. Asimismo, se apoya la hipótesis de que, 
en países con un perfil cultural más colectivista, donde existe un alto grado de 
sentimiento de pertenencia a la sociedad, el impacto de la RSC en la reputación 
corporativa es superior en comparación a culturas de perfil más individualista. Estos 
resultados ponen de relieve el papel que juega la cultura a la hora de percibir y valorar 
la RSC, y, en consecuencia, a la hora de que los stakeholders de diferentes contextos 
culturales generen expectativas sobre la empresa.  
Por otro lado, nuestros resultados presentados en el capítulo cuarto confirman 
la existencia de un efecto moderador positivo de la calidad de la información de RSC 
divulgada, entre la RSC y la reputación corporativa. Este resultado, apunta a que la 
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calidad de la información emitida por las empresas en relación a su RSC, favorece la 
credibilidad y la visibilidad de su RSC. La mayor parte de la RSC recoge aspectos 
implícitos de las relaciones de la empresa con sus participantes, que suelen suponer 
una menor exigibilidad en comparación con aspectos explícitos, y, que, en 
contrapartida, permiten una mayor discrecionalidad gerencial. En este sentido, la 
calidad de la información de RSC divulgada reduce las asimetrías informativas y la 
discrecionalidad directiva, lo que aumenta la credibilidad en las expectativas 
generadas por las acciones de responsables realizadas por la empresa. Asimismo, 
aumenta la visibilidad de sus acciones socialmente responsables entre grupos de 
stakeholders no afectados de forma directa en cada una de las acciones específicas de 
la empresa. Por lo tanto, la calidad de la información de RSC divulgada por la empresa 
aumenta el impacto de la RSC sobre la reputación corporativa. El análisis desagregado 
revela que este efecto moderador es significativo en las relaciones relativas a las 
dimensiones social y medioambiental de la RSC. Sin embargo, en el caso de la 
dimensión económica, los resultados no confirman la existencia de este efecto 
moderador. La inexistencia de este impacto puede ser debida al hecho de que los 
stakeholders disponen de otras muchas fuentes de información financiera. Los medios 
de comunicación actualizan periódicamente la información relativa al desempeño 
económico de la empresa, de tal forma que, está ampliamente disponible para 
numerosas audiencias. Por el contrario, en ocasiones es difícil saber para aquellos que 
no participan en las acciones específicas, el desempeño social y ambiental diario de 
una empresa. Además, a diferencia de los informes de RSC, los requisitos legales del 
proceso de auditoría y contabilidad financiera brindan de una mayor credibilidad a los 
informes financieros. Por otro lado, los resultados no demuestran un efecto directo 
entre la calidad de los informes de RSC y la reputación corporativa. Este resultado es 
coherente con los obtenidos por Piechocki (2004), si bien es cierto que contrasta con 
gran parte de investigaciones previas (v.g. Espinosa y Trombetta, 2004; Hasseldine et 
al., 2005; Odriozola y Baraibar-Diez, 2017). Estas diferencias pueden deberse a un 
aspecto metodológico, ya que los análisis de estos estudios no controlan el efecto de 
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las propias acciones de RSC de la empresa, y, dado que la calidad de la información de 
RSC divulgada y el propio desempeño social tienen una alta correlación positiva, el 
impacto directo podría ser un efecto de la propia RSC, en lugar del propio efecto de la 
información de RSC divulgada. 
Tras la revisión de la literatura y el análisis de los resultados, podemos destacar 
que esta tesis doctoral hace reflexiones relevantes y aporta una serie de contribuciones 
a diferentes campos de la investigación académica en administración y dirección de 
empresas. En primer lugar, en relación a la literatura sobre reputación corporativa, se 
profundiza en el análisis de sus determinantes mediante el examen de herramientas y 
factores clave para su gestión. En concreto, desarrollamos argumentos y evidenciamos 
empíricamente el efecto de la calidad del sistema de gestión de riesgos en la reputación 
corporativa. En relación a esta aportación a la literatura, una contribución menor es 
el desarrollo de una medida sobre la calidad de los sistemas de GRE que ha permitido 
testar dicho efecto. En segundo lugar, se confirma la importancia de la RSC como 
antecedente de la reputación corporativa, y de cómo ciertos factores, tanto externos 
(perfil cultural nacional) como internos a la organización (la calidad de la información 
de RSC divulgada), pueden afectar a la intensidad de esta relación. En cuanto a la 
literatura previa relativa a la influencia del entorno institucional en la empresa, se 
pone en evidencia el impacto del perfil cultural nacional en las percepciones de los 
individuos de diferentes contextos y, por lo tanto, en las expectativas de los diferentes 
stakeholders sobre los comportamientos esperados de las empresas en diferentes 
entornos nacionales. En relación a la literatura sobre divulgación de información no 
financiera, en esta tesis doctoral se aporta un enfoque alternativo al de la literatura 
previa, y se propone un efecto moderador de la calidad de la información de RSC 
divulgada entre la RSC y la reputación corporativa. Por último, nuestro estudio 
también contribuye a la literatura de gobierno corporativo y, en particular, a la 
literatura que ha analizado los determinantes de la efectividad de los comités de 
auditoría, destacando la importancia de la independencia y la formación de los 
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miembros del comité de auditoría como factores que afectan a la efectividad de dicho 
comité.  
A pesar de que esta tesis doctoral avanza en diferentes campos, somos 
conscientes de que no está exenta de limitaciones. En primer lugar, y con carácter 
general, todos los análisis empíricos efectuados se basan en muestras de grandes 
empresas cotizadas por lo que nuestras conclusiones no pueden ser generalizables para 
un espectro de medianas y pequeñas empresas. En particular y en relación al estudio 
presentado en el segundo capítulo, la falta de disponibilidad de los datos relativos a la 
reputación corporativa de todas las empresas españolas cotizadas condiciona la 
naturaleza censurada de la variable dependiente y, por lo tanto, la metodología 
empleada en el análisis estadístico. A su vez, los datos disponibles sobre los 
conocimientos de los miembros del comité de auditoría en los Informes de Gobierno 
Corporativo se limitan a los consejeros independientes, de tal forma que solo se ha 
podido analizar el perfil de esta clase de consejeros. En relación al tercer capítulo, la 
principal limitación se debe a la naturaleza de los datos. En concreto, debido a la 
heterogeneidad de años disponibles sobre los datos de reputación corporativa en los 
diferentes países analizados, se ha preferido optar por una muestra que abarcara el 
mayor número de observaciones disponibles para un mayor rango de países y emplear 
una metodología estadística de mínimos cuadrados ordinarios en vez de utilizar una 
metodología basada en datos de panel. Además, aunque en el análisis empírico se 
utilice una única medida sobre la RSC de la empresa que aglutina sus acciones en todos 
los contextos geográficos en los que opera, somos conscientes de que la intensidad de 
la RSC de una empresa no tiene por qué ser homogénea en todos los lugares en los que 
está presente. Sin embargo, es imposible aislar el impacto de la RSC de la empresa en 
cada país donde está presente, ya que, existe una interrelación constante debido al 
contexto global actual. Es decir, los stakeholders también perciben señales que 
provienen de fuera de sus fronteras nacionales y que afectan a sus expectativas. La 
principal limitación del cuarto capítulo es consecuencia de la utilización de una 
medida agregada de la calidad de la información de RSC divulgada, ya que en el análisis 
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empírico no se tiene en cuenta el efecto de las distintas dimensiones que componen 
nuestra medida y la importancia relativa de cada una de ellas. Por ello, nuevos estudios 
pueden centrarse en el análisis separado del efecto de las diferentes dimensiones que 
conforman nuestra medida de calidad de la información de RSC divulgada. 
Los resultados descritos en esta tesis doctoral sugieren y dejan las puertas abiertas 
a nuevas líneas de investigación futura. Desde un enfoque general, nuevos estudios 
deben enfocarse en la búsqueda y análisis de nuevas herramientas para la gestión de 
reputación corporativa, así como profundizar en el análisis de instrumentos que tienen 
ya un impacto reconocido en la literatura previa para conseguir una implementación 
más efectiva. En segundo lugar, debido a que la GRE promueve un reparto equilibrado 
de los riesgos de la empresa y, por lo tanto, favorece una distribución equilibrada del 
valor entre todos los diferentes stakeholders, sería relevante analizar el efecto de la 
gestión de riesgos en el nivel de RSC de la empresa. Como consecuencia de lo anterior, 
se sugiere el análisis del papel de la RSC como posible mediador entre la GRE y la 
reputación corporativa. Además, investigaciones futuras pueden profundizar en el 
estudio del riesgo reputacional para lograr un mejor entendimiento de este riesgo tan 
relevante. Asimismo, investigaciones futuras pueden tratar de determinar si ciertas 
características del comité de auditoría reducen el número de crisis en las que las 
empresas se ven involucradas a través del papel del comité en la gestión de riesgos. 
Por otro lado, debido a que el análisis presentado en el segundo capítulo se basa en 
una muestra de un país con un ordenamiento basado en un sistema jurídico de derecho 
civil, se sugiere replicar el estudio desde un contexto de derecho común, ya que 
investigaciones previas ponen de manifiesto las diferencias existentes en relación a la 
estructura de propiedad de las empresas y los mecanismos de gobierno. En relación al 
análisis del impacto del contexto institucional, debido a la existencia de diferentes 
marcos culturales a parte del de Hofstede (1980), futuras investigaciones tienen la 
oportunidad de abordar el estudio desde otros marcos que plantean dimensiones 
culturales alternativas. Por otro lado, se sugiere examinar el posible impacto de la 
distancia cultural entre el país de origen de la compañía y el país donde esta opera, en 
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la reputación corporativa. En lo que respecta a la calidad de la información de RSC 
divulgada, se deja la puerta abierta para ahondar sobre el posible impacto de las 
diferentes iniciativas legislativas que comienzan a aflorar en los diferentes contextos 
nacionales y supranacionales, en las expectativas de los distintos grupos de 
stakeholders. Un futuro análisis puede dirigirse al estudio de la influencia de la calidad 
de la información de RSC divulgada en relación con las expectativas de cada grupo de 
stakeholders, para tratar de evaluar si existen efectos diferenciados entre los diferentes 
grupos. Por otro lado, se puede analizar si la industria afecta a las expectativas de los 
stakeholders sobre la calidad de información de RSC reportada, ya que la industria 
puede influir en el grado de información demandada. 
Hemos de destacar que de esta tesis doctoral se derivan importantes 
recomendaciones para los gestores de empresas. En primer lugar, y como ya hemos 
apuntado, se pone de manifiesto la importancia de mantener sistemas de gestión de 
riesgos de calidad en las empresas, ya que son una herramienta muy útil para gestionar 
y fortalecer la reputación de la empresa. En segundo lugar, se refleja la importancia de 
que los consejos de administración seleccionen a miembros independientes y con altos 
niveles de educación formal para ser parte del comité de auditoría, con el fin de 
mejorar la efectividad del sistema de GRE de la empresa y la reputación corporativa. 
Asimismo, se ratifica la importancia de la RSC como una herramienta clave para la 
gestión de la reputación corporativa y se identifica que, tanto el contexto cultural en 
el que la empresa opera, como la estrategia de divulgación de esta información afectan 
a la intensidad del impacto de la RSC en la reputación de la empresa. En este sentido, 
los directivos y gestores a la hora de analizar la efectividad de su RSC como 
herramienta de gestión de la reputación corporativa, deben tener en cuenta el perfil 
cultural de país donde opera la empresa y mantener una estrategia de divulgación de 
información sobre su RSC de calidad para favorecer un mayor impacto en la 
reputación de la empresa.  
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Con todo, si bien es cierto que existen ciertas limitaciones, en esta tesis doctoral 
hemos tratado de aportar cierta luz y dar respuesta a cuestiones planteadas 
previamente, tanto por la literatura previa, como por los gestores, con el fin de lograr 
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